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The  Attack  upon  Trade  Unionism 

^ — I — ^HE  professing  friends  of  Trade  Unionism  are  exceedingly  busy  to-day  in 
8 propounding  measures  and  ^atements  which  are  designed  effedtively  to 
A deprive  the  Trade  Union  Movement  of  all  power.  The  times  are  indeed 
exceptionally  favourable  to  such  adivity,  in  view  of  the  depletion  of  Trade  Union 
funds,  the  great  redudfions  in  wages  and  the  inroads  upon  Trade  Union  member- 
ship, which  the  present  dlate  of  trade  has  created.  It  has  long  been  recognised  that  in 
periods  of  bad  trade,  it  is  from  the  political  rather  than  the  induftrial  side  of  the 
Labour  Movement  that  the  forces  of  readlion  have  modi  to  fear.  Recent  by-eledlions 
have  well  illudlrated  the  dlrength  of  Labour’s  political  forces.  It  is  not,  therefore, 
surprising  to  find  that  Sir  George  Younger,  M.P.  (the  organising  power  behind  the 
Unionidl  forces  of  the  Coalition),  and  his  fellow  sponsors  of  the  Trade  Union 
(1913)  Amendment  Bill,  aided  and  abetted  by  the  Morning  Foil,  are  seeking  to  redlna 
the  political  aftivity  of  the  Trade  Union  Movement. 

THE  PROFESSING  FRIENDS  OF  TRADE  UNIONISM  T-? 


The  authors  of  the  present  attacks  on  Trade  Union  political  adlion  are  loud  in  their 
protedlations  of  friendship  towards  a Movement  for  whose  welfare  they  have  assumed 
an  unsolicited  responsibility.  Lieut.-Col.  Meysey -Thompson,  in  introducing  the 
Trade  Union  Aft  Amendment  Bill,  opened  his  speech  with  the  following  words:  1 
wish  to  make  it  perfeftly  clear  that  this  is  not  in  any  sense  an  attack  upon  Trade 
Unions.  On  the  contrary,  I think  it  will  ftrengthen  and  improve  the  position  oi 
Trade  Unions,  by  removing  a very  great  cause  of  friftion  with  regard  to  the  political 
aftion  which  they  have  been  accuftomed  to  take.”*  Trade  Unionifts  may  be  ftruck 
by  the  resemblance  of  these  words  to  those  used  by  the  opponents  of  the  Trade 
Union  Aft  at  the  time  that  it  was  passed,  when  Trade  Unions  were  to  some  extent 
relieved  of  the  impossible  reftriftions  imposed  upon  them  as  the  result  of  the  Osborne 
Judgment.  Thus  in  July,  1912,  Mr.  Basil  Peto  urged  the  rejeftion  of  the  1913  Bill 
“from  the  public  point  of  view,  from  the  Trade  Union  point  of  view,  from  the  point 
of  view  of  the  free  exercise  of  the  rights  of  citizenship  of  every  man,  free  from  in- 
timidation or  the  possibility  of  anything  of  the  kind.”f 

Meanwhile  the  Morning  Foil  hzs  no  less  vigorously  taken  up  the  cudgels  in  a series 
of  articles  reprinted  as  a pamphlet  under  the  heading  “Trade  Union  Extravagance.” 
These  articles  contain  a double  attack — firft,  an  attack  upon  Trade  Union  finance 
and,  second,  a challenge  to  the  political  aftivities  of  the  Trade  Union  Movement,  in 
close  sympathy  with  the  Trade  Union  Aft  Amendment  Bill.  These  articles  also,  we 
are  asked  to  believe,  are  inspired  by  the  intensity  of  the  Morning  Foil  s intereft  in 
the  true  welfare  of  Trade  Unionism.  The  pamphlet,  which,  as  will  appear  below,  is 
full  of  the  grosseft  misrepresentations  and  perversions  of  the  fafts,  contains  the 
following  paragraph,  printed  in  black  type: — 


NO  ENMITY  TO  TRADE  UNIONS 
In  giving  publicity  to  the  above  fafts  and  comments,  the  Morning 
Foil  wishes  to  make  it  quite  clear  that  no  hoftility  is  intended  to 
Trade  Unions.  The  value  of  Trade  Unions,  when  properly  condufted, 
to  the  life  of  the  community  is  recognised.  It  is  the  abuse  of  Trade 
Unions  and  their  funds  for  revolutionary  and  political  purposes  that 

is  criticised. 

* Hansard,  May  19,  1922,  col.  689. 

I Hansard,  vol.  xli  of  1912,  col.  3009 
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It  isjhe  object  ot  this  pamphlet  to  expose  the  true  meaning  of  these  protestations 
c f friendship  and  the  falsifications  upon  which  they  are  based.  A careful  examination 
c f the  fadls,  figures  and  proposals  of  these  professing  friends  of  Trade  Unionism  will 
s afficiently  reveal  the  true  charader  of  their  ho^ilily  to  the  Labour  Movement  in 
a 1 its  forms.  Their  friendship  is  judged  by  their  anions. 


THE  TRADE  UNION  ACT  (1913)  AMENDMENT  BILL 

THE  PROVISIONS  OF  THE  BILL 

The  objedl  of  the  Trade  Union  A<51  Amendment  Bill  is  quite  simple.  It  seeks  to 
n lake  much  more  burdensome  the  already  severe  reilri£lions  upon  the  political 
a ilivity  of  Trade  Unions.  It  intends  to  make  it  impossibly  difficult  for  Trade  Unions 
t' » take  part  in  politics.  Now  that  every  by-eledlion  makes  more  plain  the  political 
& rength  of  Labour,  it  is  quite  easy  to  underhand  the  motive  of  this  Bill.  It  is  a dired 
a tack,  masquerading  as  a friendly  overture,  upon  Labour  politics  by  Labour’s 


As  tne  law  now  stands,  a Union  may  e^ablish  a political  fund  provided  that  a 
b illot  has  previously  been  taken  on  the  que^ion,  and  that  the  proposal  has  been 
a]  .proved  by  a majority  of  the  members  voting.  The  present  Bill,  in  its  original  form, 
p oposed  that  it  should  be  necessary^  for  the  establishment  of  a political  fund  to  be 
sj  ndioned  by  a ballot  in  which  the  votes  of  at  lea^l  50%  of  the  members  are  recorded 
ai  d in  which  a 20%  majority  in  favour  of  a political  fund  is  obtained. 

Under  the  present  law,  in  Unions  which  have  a political  fund,  a member  who  does 
n(  t v\ish  to  contribute  to  that  fund  may  claim  exemption  on  a simple  form  specified 
for  the  purpose.  It  is  intere^ing  to  note  that  Conservative  interc^s  have,  upon 
their  own  admission,  made  excellent  use  of  their  opportunities  for  exploiting  to  the 
fu  il  the  present  facilities  for  claiming  exemption.  Sir  George  Younger,  in  the  House 
of  Commons,  ^ated  that  a Labour  organisation”  which  he  had  started  had  printed 
I,  >00,000  copies  of  these  exemption  forms,  of  which  250,000  had  been  used.* 

The  Trade  Union  Aft  Amendment  Bill  proposes  to  relieve  Sir  George  Younger 
ar  d his  friends  of  this  trouble  and  expense.  If  this  Bill  becomes  law  the  present 
si  nation  will  be  reversed.  Although  the  eftablishment  of  any  political  fund  at  all  will 
re  juire  the  sanftion  of  a ballot,  it  will  be  further  necessary  for  every  individual 
T ade  Union  member  to  signify  in  writing  his  willingness  to  contribute  to  the 
p(  litical  fund,  and  to  renew  his  consent  annually. 

So  outrageous  are  these  proposals  that  the  Bill  as  it  emerged  from  a Standing 
C<  »mmittee  of  the  House  has  been  somewhat  modified.  The  principal  alteration  has 
be  ^n  the  withdrawal  of  the  ftringent  requirements  as  to  the  majority  which  could 
sa  iftion  the  eftablishment  of  a political  fund.  In  its  present  form  the  Bill  allows  a 
pc  litical  fund  to  be  eftablished  by  a simple  majority  of  the  members  voting  at  a 
ba  lot,  as  under  the  present  Iaw\  The  provision,  howe^  er,  that  even  after  the  majority 
ha  re  expressed  approval  of  political  aftivity  by  ballot,  each  individual  member  of 
th:  t majority  muft  ftill  ftate  in  writing  his  willingness  to  contribute  to  the  political 


THE  GOVERNMENT  AND  THE  TRADE  UNION  ACT  AMENDMENT 

BILL 

The  Trade  Union  A(fl  Amendment  Bill  is  not  a Government  measure.  Officially 
the  Government  has  no  attitude  towards  it.  During  the  Debate  on  the  Second 
Reading  of  the  Bill  no  member  of  the  Government  spoke  on  either  side.  But  the 
following  fadls  from  the  division  on  the  Second  Reading  speak  for  themselves.  There 
voted  in  favour  of  the  Bill: — 

Mr.  Stanley  Baldwin,  President  of  the  Board  of  Trade. 

Commander  B.  M.  Eyres- Mounsell,  Civil  Lord  of  the  Admiralty. 

Mr.  W.  C.  Bridgalan,  Secretary  for  Mines. 

Major  G.  C.  Tryon,  Parliamentary  Secretary  of  the  Mini^ry  of  Pensions. 

Sir  Ernest  Murray  Pollock,  Solicitor- General. 

Mr.  H.  Pike-Pe.ase,  Assi^ant  Poitma^ter- General. 

Col.  Leslie  Wilson,  Joint  Parliamentary  Secretary  to  the  Treasury. 

Lieut.-Col.  Sir  John  Gilmour,  Lord  Commissioner  of  the  Treasury. 

Mr.  James  Parker,  Lord  Commissioner  of  the  Treasury. 

Rev.  J.  Towyn  Jones,  Lord  Commissioner  of  the  Treasury  (since  resigned). 

Major  Hon.  G.  F.  Stanley,  Financial  Secretary  to  the  War  Office. 

Col.  George  A.  Gibbs,  Treasurer  of  the  Household. 

Major  H.  Barnston,  Comptroller  of  the  Household. 

No  member  of  the  Government  voted  again^  the  Bill.  While  officially  the  Govern- 
ment may  have  expressed  no  opinion  on  the  merits  of  the  Bill,  it  is  evident  what  is 
the  attitude  of  individual  members  of  the  Government  towards  it. 

Conser\'ative  and  Coalition  members  of  the  Government  and  of  the  House  of 
Commons  do  not  set  much  ^ore  by  the  virtue  of  consistency.  Perhaps  they  have 
short  memories.  But  it  can  hardly  be  supposed  that  Mr.  Lloyd  George  and  his 
colleagues  are  so  completely  oblivious  of,  or  indifferent  to,  their  paSl  attitude  on  this 
question  that  they  will  be  prepared  to  give  time  in  the  Autumn  Session  for  this 
preposterous  measure  to  be  proceeded  with.  For  in  1912-13  when  the  Trade  Union 
A<ft,  which  the  present  Bill  seeks  to  amend,  was  under  discussion,  the  attitude  of 
members  of  the  present  Government  was  one  of  uncompromising  hostility  to  any 
measure  framed  on  the  lines  of  the  Bill  of  to-day.  In  the  Committee  Stage  of  the  1913 
Bill  an  amendment  was  proposed  which  would  require  members  willing  to  contribute 
to  the  political  fund  to  express  their  consent,  whilst  the  political  objeStor  was  relieved 
of  the  necessity  of  taking  any  aStion.  That  amendment  in  effect  would  have  made  the 
1913  A(5t  exactly  the  same  as  the  1922  Bill  in  its  amended  form,  except  that  even  then 
the  earlier  measure  would  have  been  less  Stringent,  inasmuch  as  it  would  not  have 
required  an  annual  renewal  of  consent  to  the  political  funds.  Amongst  those  who 
voted  againSl  that  Amendment  were: — 

Mr.  Lloyd  George 
Mr.  Churchill 
Dr.  xMacnaalara 
Mr.  xMcKenna 
Mr.  Shortt 
xMajor  Guest 
The  Hon.  F.  E.  Guest 

Ten  years  ago,  therefore,  these  gentlemen  regarded  even  a milder  measure  of 
coercion  of  Trade  Unions  than  the  present  as  objectionable.  Ten  years  ago  Mr. 
Bonar  Law  himself  said  of  the  Trade  Union  ACt,  which  it  is  now  proposed  to  amend, 
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‘I  should  like  to  say  a few  words  about  the  Bill  before  it  leaves  the  House.  As  regards 
the  general  principle  there  has  not  been  from  the  firif  any  dispute.  I think  everyone 
n all  quarters  of  the  House  recognises  that  the  Osborne  Judgment  left  Trade 
Unions  in  an  invidious  and,  I think,  unfair  position  They  ought  to  have  been  able, 
f they  wished,  to  carry  on  political  adlion  under  fair  conditions.”* 

Moreover,  ten  years  ago,  when  tlie  Trade  Union  Aft  was  passed  to  reverse  the 
mpossible  reftriftions  which  the  Osborne  Judgment  had  laid  upon  Trade  Unions, 
t appeared  to  be  so  obviously  juft  a measure  of  redress  that  there  was  no  division  upon 
he  rhirdReading. If, therefore, anymemberofthep  esentHouse, who wasamember 
n January,  1913  (and  there  are  many  such), supports  theTradeUnion  Aft  Amendment 
lill,  he  muft  either  confess  to  a change  of  policy  or  be  guilty  of  gross  inconsiftency. 
It  may  be  useful  to  recall  the  above  fafts  to  the  minds  of  the  gentlemen  concerned . 

WHAT  THE  BILL  WOULD  MEAN  FOR  THE  LABOUR  MOVEMENT 
It  is  evident  that  this  Bill  expresses  recognition  of  the  faft  that  it  is  the  political 
. speft  of  the  Labour  Alovement  which  is  to-day  especially  to  be  feared.  Equally 
I vident  is  it  that  the  contention  that  the  Bill  is  designed  to  proteft  individual  liberty 
3 a mere  pretence.  Trade  Unions  already  have  to  submit  to  a degree  of  reftriftion 
upon  their  political  aftivity  which  is  not  required  of  any  other  organisation,  not 
I xcluding  those  whose  raison  d'etre  is  the  exaft  negation  of  everything  for  which 
’ Trade  Unionism  ftands.  The  Federation  of  British  Induftries — the  moft  powerful 

< apitalift  organisation  in  this  country — is  not  required  to  ballot  its  members  before 
\ ising  money  for  political  purposes.  As  was  veiy^  logically  pointed  out  in  the  debate 
1 ipon  the  Second  Reading  of  the  Bill,  the  supporters  of  the  Bill  ought,  if  they  value 

< onsiftency,  to  be  equally  insiftent  in  the  name  of  liberty  that  such  organisations  as 
I he  Reconftruftion  Society  (late  Anti-Socialisl:  Society),  the  People’s  League,  the 
] sational  Conftitutional  Defence  Movement,  the  National  Citizens’  Union  (formerly 
i liddle  Classes  Union)  and  the  British  Commonwealth  Union  should  be  required  to 
I allot  their  members  before  using  money  for  political  purposes,  to  keep  their  political 
t inds  diftinft  from  other  forms  of  expenditure,  and  to  submit  their  balance  sheets  in 
a prescribed  form  to  the  Regiftrar  of  Friendly  Societies,  Inftead  of  recognising  that 
■’  'rade  Unions  are  already  subjeft  to  peculiar  disabilities  in  respeft  of  their  political 
a ftivities,  the  Bill  proposes  aftually  to  add  to  the  burden  of  those  disabilities.  It  is, 
i ideed,  a one-sided  kind  of  liberty  and  equality  to  which  the  supporters  of  the  Bill 
appeal  in  their  efforts  to  increase  the  exifting  discrepancy  between  the  political 
f eedom  of  Trade  Unions  and  of  other  organisations. 

Moreover,  the  exifting  law  amply  safeguards  the  liberty  of  the  individual  Trade 
I [nionift  who  desires  to  be  exempt  from  contribution  to  the  political  fund  of  his 
I Inion.  A member  muft  be  warned  that  a ballot  has  taken  place;  he  muft  have  a copy 
c f the  rules  of  his  Union  from  which  he  may  learn  exaftly  how  and  for  what  purposes 
1 is  contributions  are  being  used.  Should  he  differ  politically  from  the  majority  of  the 
r lembers  of  his  Union,  by  whose  votes  the  political  fund  was  eftablished,  he  has  only 
ti  • sign  and  return  the  exemption  form  to  ensure  that  not  a penny  of  his  money  is  used 
fi  >r  political  objefts  of  which  he  disapproves. f Further,  it  is  admitted  that,  where  the 
* Hansard,  January  31,  1913,  col.  1680. 

t There  seems  to  be  no  limit  to  the  extent  to  which  misrepresentations  of  the  present 
pi  sition  will  be  carried  by  the  opponents  of  Labour.  Thus,  the  Morning  Post,  in  a leading 
ru  tide  on  June  26,  1922,  refers  to  “ the  Bill  now  in  Parliaraent,  providing  that  Trade  Union 
ft  nds  cannot  be  used  for  political  purposes  without  the  consent  of  their  members,”  as  though 
'i  -ade  Unions  were  not  already  prevented  from  so  using  tlieir  funds  under  the  existing  law. 

S milarly  the  Rt.  Hon.  j.  IVI.  Robertson  actually  stated  in  a pamphlet  entitled  Liberalism  and 
L ’.botir,  and  published  by  the  Liberal  Publication  Department,  that  “ Labour  obtains  its 
pi  litical  funds  by  compulsory  levies.” 


4 


attention  of  responsible  Trade  Union  officials  has  been  direfted  to  cases  in  which 
difficulty  in  obtaining  the  necessary  forms  of  exemption  has  been  experienced,  full 
redress  has  been  made. 

Finally,  the  Trade  Union  Aft  Amendment  Bill  proposes  to  introduce,  in  the  single 
inftance  of  the  political  aftivity  of  Trade  Unions,  a departure  from  a form  of  procedure 
againft  which  in  no  other  case  is  complaint  raised.  The  supporters  of  the  Bill  accept 
without  demur  the  passing  of  the  Afts  of  Parliament  which  impose  implicit  accept- 
ance of  certain  contrafts  upon  millions  of  people  in  this  country'.  In  all  such  legislation 
provision  is  made  not  for  contrafting-in  as  is  proposed  by  the  Trade  Union  Aft 
Amendment  Bill,  but  for  contrafting-out,  for,  indeed,  ‘‘that  is  the  only  basis  upon 
which  the  House  of  Commons  could  proceed.”*  It  is  equally  the  only  basis  upon 
which  Trade  Unions  can  proceed.  Moreover,  the  absurdity  is  intensified  by  the 
faft  that  under  the  exifting  rules  as  to  ballots  a majority  vote  muft  already  have  been 
obtained  in  favour  of  the  establishment  of  a political  fund  before  any  such  fund  is 
eftablished  at  all.  The  Bill,  therefore,  proposes  to  institute  a procedure,  as 
ridiculous  as  it  is  iniquitous,  by  which  the  majority  will  be  required  to  contraft-in 
to  a fund  of  which  they  have  already  expressed  their  approval  by  ballot.  The 
professing  democrats  who  have  introduced  this  Bill  have  certainly  evolved  a 
remarkable  interpretation  of  democracy,  according  to  which  the  views  of  the 
minority  are  to  be  treated  as  the  normal  and  those  of  the  majority  as  the  exception. 

The  Trade  Union  Aft  requires  no  amendment  in  the  interefts  of  the  political 
objeftor.  It  is  as  true  to-day  as  it  was  ten  years  ago,  that  the  Aft  ‘‘provides  for  Trade 
Unions  doing  what  they  have  a perfeft  right  to  do,  namely,  to  spend  money  on 
political  purposes.”!'  It  “prevents  compulsion;  it  gives  a man  the  right  of  exemption; 
it  also  takes  care  that  where  there  is  a ballot  there  shall  be  secrecy;  that  there  shall  be 
the  right  to  vote  given  to  every  member,  and  a fair  and  reasonable  opportunity  of 
voting. ...  It  in  no  way  imposes  on  them  (the  political  objeftors)  the  obligation  to 
pay  a penny.”  J 

II 

THE  ATTACK  ON  TRADE  UNION  FINANCE 

The  attack  on  Trade  Union  finance  is  contained  in  a series  of  articles  reprinted 
from  the  Morning  Foil  to  which  reference  has  already  been  made.  These  articles  hare 
undoubtedly  had  a considerable  circulation,  and  references  to  the  subjeft  are  ftill 
frequently  made  in  the  columns  of  the  Morning  Foil. 

MANAGEMENT  EXPENSES 

The  firft  proposition  that  the  Morning  Fost  pamphlet  sets  out  to  prove  is  that  the 
“Management  Expenses”  of  Trade  Unions  both  absorb  an  excessive  proportion  of 
their  total  funds,  and  increased  inordinately  between  the  years  1918  and  1920  (which 
the  Morning  Foil  has  selefted  without  any  reference  to  the  peculiar  circumftances 
of  the  time).  It  is  apparent  that  the  Morning  Foil  regards  a Trade  Union  as  an 
inferior  form  of  Friendly  Society,  w'hose  only  legitimate  purpose  is  to  provide  weekly 
benefits  to  its  members  during  periods  of  sickness,  unemployment,  and  also,  it  muft 
reluftantly  be  admitted,  during  periods  of  idleness  occasioned  by  trade  disputes. 
Inftead,  however,  of  performing  this  work.  Trade  Unions  have,  in  the  Morning 
Foil’s  view,  become  in  an  increasing  degree  organisations  for  the  expenditure  of 
working-class  savings  in  futile  delegations,  conferences,  salaries  of  officials,  office 
expenses  and  politics. 

• Mr.  W.  Graham  in  the  House  of  Commons  (May  19,  igaab 
t Lord  Robert  Cecil  in  the  House  of  Commons  (January  31 , 1913). 

J Sir  Rufus  Isaacs  in  the  House  of  Commons  (January  31,  1913). 
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We  read,  “From  1914  to  1920  the  Trade  Unions  have  enjoyed  ‘boom’  years. 
With  the  assistance  in  various  ways  of  the  Government  they  have  been  able  enorm- 
ously to  increase  their  membership;  there  was  never  any  necessity  for  Strikes, since  all 
reasonable  demands  (and  some  that  were  not  reasonable)  were  granted  for  the  asking; 
and — until  a series  of  political-revolutionary  Strikes  broke  the  trade  prosperity — 
there  was  pradtically  no  unemployment”*  Consequently,  we  learn  that  members 
“who  are  turning  to  their  Trade  Unions  for  help  during  the  present  hard  times  are 
finding  in  many  cases  that  their  appeals  are  in  vain,”  for  “funds  are  exhausted.”* 

We  have  not  space  here  to  enter  into  a controversy  with  the  Morning  PoU  as  to  the 
meaning  of  the  term  “reasonable  demands,”  or  as  to  t he  causes  of  the  trade  depression . 
We  may,  however,  suggeSt  that  that  journal  should  bring  forward  some  specific 
evidence: — 

(1)  To  prove  that  all  reasonable  demands  were  granted  for  the  asking  during 
the  war; 

(2)  To  prove  the  “political-revolutionary”  charadfer  of  the  Strikes  to  which 
reference  is  made;  and 

(3)  To  illustrate  the  diredt  connection  between  these  Strikes  and  the  break  in 
trade  prosperity. 

THE  “MORNING  POST”  FIGURES  IN  RI.GARD  TO  MANAGEMENT 

EXPENSES 

The  Morning  Foil  has  published  a table  showing  the  membership,  income  from 
members,  political  fund  expenditure,  expenditure  upon  benefits  and  management 
expenses  of  thirty  Trade  Unions.  “One  fadt,”  the  ]>amphlet  reads,  “Stands  out  from 
these  figures — the  enormous  increase  in  management  expenses.”  It  is  pointed  out 
that  this  amounts  in  some  cases  to  over  100  per  cent.  It  is  further  Stated  that  the 
figures  are  in  eveiy"  case  “taken  from  the  official  statements  and  balance  sheets  of 
Trade  Unions”;  and  that  the  Unions  examined  have  been  seledted  “at  random  to 
represent  eveiy  type,”  since  “it  would  not  have  been  fair  to  make  a seledtion  of  the 
notorious  extremist-dominated  Unions.”-]' 

INACCURACY  IN  THE  FIGURES 

In  the  firSt  place  it  is  difficult  to  understand  exadtly  how'  the  Morning  Post  has 
arrived  at  some  of  the  figures  contained  in  the  table,  from  a study  of  “the  official 
Statements  of  Trade  Unions.”  The  figures  for  1918  are  contained  in  the  Report  of 
the  Chief  Registrar  of  Friendly  Societies  for  that  year,  and  are  correctly  Stated  in  the 
Morning  Foil  tables.  For  1920  the  Registrar’s  figures  are  not  yet  available,  and  the 
Mornmg  Foil  has  in  consequence  had  to  resort  tc>  the  more  arduous  procedure  of 
analysing  the  various  Trade  Union  balance  sheets.  The  results  are  not  always  dis- 
tinguished for  their  accuracy. 

Thus  in  the  case  of  the  National  Union  of  Railwaymen,  the  total  management 
expenses  in  1920  are  Stated  to  be  3^255,065.  So  particularly  concerned  is  the  Morning 
Poii  at  the  management  of  this  Union  that  the  items  in  management  expenses  are  set 
out  in  detail,  concluding  tvith  the  entry  “other  expenses  of  management — £83,302.” 
On  reference,  how-ever,  to  the  Annual  Report  of  the  National  Union  of  Railw  aymen 
for  1920,  it  will  be  found  that  whilSl  the  other  entries  are  as  Slated  by  the  Morning 
Foil,  the  laSt  item  reads  “£65,471.”  The  Morning  Pofi  w^ould  do  well  to  avoid  an  error 
of  £17,831. 

* Pamphlet,  p.  I . 

t It  may  be  noted  in  passing  that  this  “ random  selection  produces  some  curious 
results.  Thus  the  Union  chosen  to  represent  the  boot  and  shoe  industry  is  the  Amalgamated 
Society  of  Boot  and  Shoe  Makers  and  Repairers,  a Society  having  2,000  members.  No  refer- 
ence is  made  to  the  National  Union  of  Boot  and  Shoe  Operatives  with  its  88,000  members. 
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This  particular  item  is  further  held  up  to  contempt  by  the  Morning  Posl,  on  the 
ground  that  to  enter  a sum  of  ^{^83,302  (or,  to  give  the  correct  figure,  £(>SA7^) 
expenses,”  is  reminiscent  of  the  book-keeping  of  the  housewife  whose  accounts  con- 
tained the  entry  “Received  from  John  £10.  Spent  it  all.” 

The  Account,  however,  in  which  the  entry  to  which  the  Mornmg  Foil  takes  excep- 
tion occurs, is  a Summary  General  Account,  If  the  author  of  the  Morning  PoSl  articles 
desires  further  information,  he  can  obtain  it,  so  far  as  the  Head  Office  Expenditure  is 
concerned,  by  turning  to  pp.  12  and  13  of  the  Report.  He  should  also  learn  from  the 
great  variety  of  the  items  there  enumerated,  the  impossibility  of  giving  details  of  this 
expenditure  in  the  Summaiy^  Account,  both  for  the  Head  Office  and  for  the  1,600 
Branches  of  the  National  Union  of  Railwaymen.  Moreover,  the  item  in  queil:ion 
reads  not  “other  expenses  of  management,”  as  ^ated  by  the  Morning  Po§l,  but  “other 
expenses  of  management,  properties,  etc  ” On  page  21  of  the  Report  a separate 
Properties  x\ccount  will  be  found,  accounting  for  the  Union’s  expenditure  of  £1,697 
under  this  head. 

Another  illu^ration  of  the  inaccuracy  of  the  Mornhig  Foil  figures  is  contained  in 
the  figures  for  the  management  expenses  of  the  Sailors  and  Firemen’s  Union,  in 
1920,  ^ated  by  the  Mornmg  Po§l  as  £144,481 . It  is  difficult  to  see  how  this  figure  has 
been  arrived  at  from  the  balance  sheet  of  that  Union.  Adding  the  several  items  of 
branch  management  expenditure  set  out  in  the  Report  for  the  year  ending 
December  31,  1920,  we  get  a total  of  £86,983.  To  this  mu^  be  added  from  the 
Central  Account: — 

L 

Government  and  Management  Expenses  . . . . 26,217 

Head  Office  Expenses  ..  ..  ..  -• 

Organising  and  Propaganda  . . . . . . . . 2,685 

Depreciation  Office  Furniture  and  Fittings  . . . . 5 >7'^^ 

£48,518 


Central  management  expenditure  plus  branch  management  expenditure  thus 
amounts  to  £86,983  plus  £48,518,  or  a total  of  £135,501,  which  is  nearly  £9,000 
less  than  the  figure  given  by  the  Morning  Pofl,^ 

INCREASES  IN  MEMBERSHIP 

In  the  firsl  table  printed  by  the  Morning  Post  increases  in  membership  and  in 
expenditure  upon  benefits  are  shown  as  well  as  increases  in  management  expenses 
between  1918  and  1920.  Before  commenting  on  these  figures,  however,  the  Morning 
Po§l  reproduces  tliis  table  on  a fresh  page,  carefully  omitting  all  the  figures  except 
those  relating  to  management  expenses. 

We  may  agree  with  the  Morning  PoU  that  “a  Union  which  doubles  its  membership 
should  not  need  to  double  the  expenses  of  its  officials.”  It  is,  however,  obvious  that 
large  increases  in  membership  will  involve  increased  ^affs,  heavier  expenses  in 
respect  of  printing,  ^ationery,  postage,  travelling  expenses,  etc.,  in  some  cases  the 

^ It  is  not  clear  whether  the  Morning  Post  does  or  does  not  include  legal  expenses  as  part 
of  management  expenditure.  In  the  analysis  of  the  National  Union  of  Railwaymen  s balance 
sheet  legal  expenses  are  not  included.  In  other  instances  the  Morning  Post  figures  are  only 
explicable  on  the  assumption  that  they  do  include  legal  expenses.  The  corrected  figures  given 
in  the  list  for  the  Dockers  are  exclusive  of  legal  expenses.  The  inclusion  of  these  would  raise 
the  total  management  expenses  to  £137,234.  As  “ legal  expenses  **  usually  include  expenditure 
on  legal  assistance  to  members,  their  inclusion  in  “ management  expenses  ” is  very  mis- 
leading. This  point  is  dealt  with  more  fully  below  in  the  discussion  of  the  nature  of  manage- 
ment expenses  on  page  13. 
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0 Dcning  of  new  branches,  involving  increased  expc  nditure  upon  rents  and  office 
n anagement  generally.  Comparisons  of  management  expenses  between  different 
d ites  without  any  reference  to  changes  that  have  oct  urred  in  membership  over  the 
Si  me  period  are  grossly  misleading. 

Between  1918  and  1920,  the  membership  of  the  thirty  Trade  Unions  examined  by 
tl  e Morning  PoSi  increased  very  greatly.  As  will  be;  seen  from  the  table  given  on 
P ige  12,  the  percentage  changes  in  membership  varied  from  a decrease  of  2%  in  the 
c ise  of  the  Woolcombers  to  an  increase  of  121%  in  the  case  of  the  Cotton  Spinners. 
1 1 three  cases  the  membership  more  than  doubled  in  the  two  years  under  considera- 
ti  an ; in  eleven  out  of  the  twenty-nine  cases  an  increase  of  50%  or  over  was  recorded ; 
a id  in  nineteen  cases  the  increase  reached  or  exceeded  30%. 

1 \XREASED  EXPENDITURE  UPON  BENEFITS  AND  RISE  IN  COST 

OF  LIVING 

The  Morning  Post’s  attempt  to  prove  that  Trade  Unions  are  expending  their  funds 
o 1 management  expenses  and  politics  in^ead  of  upon  benefits,  is  based  on  particu- 
1;  rly  insidious  perversions.  For  this  purpose,  comparison  is  made  of  the  expenditure 

0 1 different  objedfs  of  all  registered  Trade  Unions  between  1911  and  1918.  As  will 
a )pear  below,  the  authors  of  the  Morning  Poil  pamphlet  adted  cunningly  in 
a landoning  at  this  point  the  comparison  of  the  thirty  seledted  Trade  Unions  between 

1 )i8  and  1920,  and  in  confining  their  inquiry  to  the  period  191 1-1918. 

In  this  connedtion  we  are  invited  to  believe  that  “since  1912 — the  date  which  may 
b : said  to  usher  in  the  new  Unionism  which  seeks  to  turn  Trade  Unions  from 
b ;nefit  societies  to  bodies  for  political  agitation — expenses  of  management  have 
dleadily  advanced,  and  they  simply  leapt  forward  when  in  1918  the  policy  of 
olitical  strikes  \vas  entered  upon.”f 

This  statement  is  supported  by  the  following  figures  from  the  Report  of  the 
Ciief  Registrar  of  Friendly  Societies,  relating  to  all  regidlered  Trade  Unions: — 

Expenditure  per  Member 


1911 

1918 


On 

Benefits 
20s.  bd. 
8y.  lod. 


On  Direct 
Politics 
nil 
bd. 


Management 


6r.  rod. 
8j,  9d, 


Having  printed  these  figures  the  Morning  Pod  has  vnsely  refrained  from  comment 
01  explanation.  No  mention  is  made  of  the  following  fadls,  in  the  light  of  which  these 
nj  ures  mudl  be  read,  if  a true  pidture  of  the  dlate  of  affairs  is  to  be  obtained, 

( 1 1 Increase  in  Cod  of  Living 

Between  1914  and  1918  the  cost  of  living  rose  by  100%.  Precise  figures  are  not 
av  lilable  for  a comparison  reaching  back  to  1911,  but  since  it  is  known  that  between 
19  ti  and  1914  the  codt  of  living  was  rising,  the  difference  between  1911  and  1918 
w(  uid  be  even  greater  than  between  1914  and  1918. 

While  the  cod  of  living  (affedting  the  purchasing  power  of  Trade  Union  salaries, 
frj  veiling  expenses,  rents,  postage,  printing,  dtationerj'^  and  numerous  other  items 
fig  tring  as  Trade  Union  management  expenses)  rose  by  upwards  of  100%,  the  increase 
'!L  hf  management  of  regidered  Trade  Unions  per  member  was  only  28%. 
^’iMorninfiPosl  Pamphlet,  p.  2. 

• It  is  interesting  to  notice  that  a latent  respect  for  ^ eracity  causes  the  author  of  the 
Ml  rning  Post  pamphlet  to  print  this  word  between  inverted  commas. 
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(2)  Political  Expenditure 

As  regards  expenditure  on  political  objedls,  the  authors  of  the  Morning  Pod 
pamphlet  appear  to  have  at  this  point  conveniently  forgotten  a fadl  with  which  they 
are  elsewhere  no  less  conveniently  acquainted,  namely,  that  in  1911  Trade  Unions 
were  labouring  under  the  ban  imposed  by  the  Osborne  Judgment  preventing  the 
expenditure  of  their  funds  on  political  purposes.  Prior  to  the  Trade  Union  Adt  of 
1913,  Unions  were  not  required  to  edlablish  the  separate  political  funds,  on  the  basis 
of  which  the  figures  of  political  expenditure  for  subsequent  years  are  compiled.  No 
comparison  of  political  expenditure  is  therefore  possible  with  any  year  prior  to  1913. 

(3)  Benefits 

The  Morning  Pod  is  concerned  that  expenditure  upon  benefits  should  have  been 
reduced.  No  mention,  however,  is  made  of  the  fadt  that  1918  was  a year  of  excep- 
tionally good  trade,  and  that  consequently  the  calls  upon  Trade  Union  benefit  funds 
were  unusually  slight.  This,  of  course,  particularly  affedls  expenditure  upon  un- 
employment benefit  in  which  accordingly  the  decline  is  considerable.  Expenditure 
upon  unemployment  benefit  in  1918  amounted  to  is,  42/.  per  member  as  against  an 
average  expenditure  in  the  four  years  ended  in  1914  4^-  member.  In 

January,  1918,  the  percentage  of  Trade  Unionises  unemployed  was  only  1.4;  in 
January,  1911,  the  corresponding  figure  was  5%. 

The  decline  in  benefits  is  further  accounted  for  by  a large  decline  in  dispute 
benefit  per  member,  as  between  the  pre-war  period  and  the  year  1918.  It  can  hardly 
be  supposed  that  the  Morning  Pod  really  desires  to  lament  the  redueftion  in  expendi- 
ture on  this  benefit.  The  sum  spent  on  dispute  benefit  amounted  in  1918  to  3^/. 
per  member,  as  compared  with  y.  2d.  in  the  mo^  favourable  of  the  years  immediately 
preceding  the  war,  or  13^.  ^d.  in  1912,  the  year  of  the  national  mining  stoppage. 

The  year  1918  was  also  exceptional  in  regard  to  sickness  benefit.  The  recruitment 
of  Trade  Unioniiils  towards  the  end  of  1917  and  beginning  of  1918  was  exceptionally 
heavy.  At  the  same  time  many  Unionists  who  ceased  to  be  chargeable  to  their  Unions 
in  times  of  sickness  were  retained  in  membership.  Again,  towards  the  end  of  1918 
many  skilled  workers  w’ere  released  from  military  servfice  and  resumed  their  Trade 
Union  membership,  thus  swelling  the  total  membership  without,  however,  having 
been  chargeable  to  their  Unions  for  sickness  during  the  year.  Finally,  there  was  a 
great  influx  of  members  into  groups  having  a low  average  of  contributions  and 
benefits.  “All  these  factors  combined  sufficed  to  prevent  the  rise  in  the  cosl;  per 
member  of  sickness  benefit  which  might  otherwise  have  been  anticipated.”* 

These  fa<5ts  are  taken  from  the  Chief  Regi^rar’s  Report  for  1918,  The  Morning 
Pod,  having  quoted  the  Regi^rar’s  figures,  has  carefully  ignored  the  explanatory 
paragraphs  which  alone  make  the  figures  intelligible. 

INCREASE  IN  EXPENDITURE  UPON  BENEFITS,  1918—1920 

As  already  pointed  out,  the  Morning  Pod  has  ab^ained  from  carrying  on  this  par- 
ticular comparison  of  management  expenditure  at  different  dates  to  the  period 
1918-1920,00  the  ground  that  “no  aggregate  ^ati^ics  since  1918  are  available.” 
There  seems,  however,  no  good  reason,  other  than  a desire  to  present  a misleading 
pifture,  why,  in  the  absence  of  aggregate  dlati^ics,  the  figures  for  the  thirty  Unions 
whose  balance  sheets  the  Morning  Pod  has  examined  should  not  have  been  used  for 
the  purpose  of  showing  the  relative  rates  of  increase  of  management  expenditure  and 
expenditure  upon  benefits  between  1918  and  1920. 

• Report  of  the  Chief  Registrar  of  Friendly  Societies  on  Trade  Unions  in  1918, 
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In  the  following  table  this  has  been  done  with  a view  to  completing  the  Morning 
1 Oil’s  comparison.  Further,  figures  are  added  shoving  the  increase  in  the  co^l  of 
li  . ing  and  the  percentage  increase  in  membership  over  the  same  period,  which,  as 
a ready  pointed  out,  the  Morning  Foil  tacitly  ignores  when  emphasising  the  increase 
ill  management  expenses. 


Percentage 

Percentage 

Percentage 

Percentage 

Increase  in 

Increase  in 

Increase  in 

Increase  in 

Trade  Union 

Cost  of  Living 

Mernbef  ship 

Expenditure 

Management 

upon  Benefits 

Eoepenses 

1918 — 20 

1918 — 20 

1918 — 20 

1918 — 20 

C irpenters  and  Joiners 

25 

28 

92 

108 

C ibinet  Makers 

25 

26 

83 

61 

C perative  Plasterers 

25 

83' 

20 

103 

I:  ouse  & Ship  Painters 

25 

96 

105 

91 

V oolcombers 

25 

2I 

350 

180 

S ilors  & Firemen 

25 

48- 

12 

1104^ 
1 gif 
113 

T axtile  Workers  (Huddersfield)  . . 

25 

42’ 

971 

T ixtile  Workers  (Staffs)  , . 

25 

108  '■ 

33 

281 

orkers’  Union 

25 

24 

LS7 

gS 

A ^ricultural  Workers 

25 

105 

S22 

3&S 

G mnent  Workers 

25 

35 

262 

156 

E ectrical  Trades  , . 

25 

83 

1063 

128 

D )ck  Workers 

25 

43 

341 

128 

N itional  Union  of  Railwaymen  . . 

25 

10 

138 

1 138* 

1 122t 

S'  uth  Wales  Miners 

25 

30 

502 

64 

Y jrkshire  Miners  . . 

25 

5 

1450 

38 

R lilway  Clerks 

25 

22 

153 

B icklayers 

25 

56- 

5 

108 

D r ers 

25 

38 

49 

96 

A nalgamated  Engineers  . . 

25 

53 

187 

74 

B'  'Otmakers 

25 

41 

12 

lOI 

Ii  m & Steel  Trades 

55-" 

722 

32 

L >ndon  Compositors 

25 

17 

88 

III 

PI  jmbeis  . . 

25 

70  • 

140 

145 

L >comotive  Engineers 

25 

79 

26 

67 

C )ttcn  Spinners  . . 

25 

izi  • 

98J 

86J 

E:  iginemen  & Firemen 

25 

42 

770 

105 

B:  kers 

25 

8 

^25 

74 

B'  lilders’  Labourers 

25 

27 

60 

80 

Unweighted  average  increase  1 

25  1 

48 

292 

109 

* Morning  Post  figure.  f Correct  figure . | Decrease 

The  foregoing  table  does  not  give  much  support  to  the  Morning  Post  view  that 
1 rade  Unions  are  abandoning  their  “benefit”  aftivities.  In  twenty  out  of  the 
t^  enty-nine  in^ances  quoted,  expenditure  on  benefit  increased  by  over  50%;  in 
si  icteen  cases  it  amounted  to  over  100% ; in  ten  cases  the  increase  was  over  200% ; in 
tA  ro  cases  the  increase  was  over  i ,000%.  Further,  if  we  follow  the  Morning  Foil  in 
ti  king  an  unweighted  average  of  the  percentage  increases  in  various  cases,  we  find 
tl  at  membership  increased  on  the  average  by  48% ; management  expenses  by  109% ; 
and  benefits  by  292^0  > whil^  there  was  a 25%  increase  in  the  co^  of  living. 

In  several  in^ances  where  management  expenditure  shows  a considerable  increase 
tl  e explanation  is  to  be  found  in  the  large  increases  in  membership  enrolled  during 
tl  c }ear.  Thus  the  Operative  Pla^erers  increased  their  membership  by  83%;  the 
T.  extile  Workers  of  Staffordshire  by  108% ; the  Agricultural  Workers  by  105%.  The 
Lon  and  Steel  Trades  Confederation  increased  their  membership  by  55%,  their 
e:  penditure  on  benefits  by  722^0,  whil^  their  management  expenses  increased  only 
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by  32%.  The  Eledtrical  Trades  Union  increased  their  membership  by  83°  0,  and  their 
outlay  upon  benefits  by  no  less  than  1,063%,  whilff:  the  increase  in  management 
expenses  was  128%. 

The  case  of  the  Railway  Clerks’  Association  calls  for  special  explanation. 
Membership  increased  by  22%,  benefits  declined  by  6%,  wEil^  management 
expenses  increased  by  153%.  It  was  only  in  1919  that  the  R.C.A.  fir^  obtained  full 
official  recognition.  This  important  change  in  ^atus  meant,  of  course,  a very  great 
extension  of  the  Association’s  work  involving  exceptionally  large  outlay  on  sFaff  and 
organisation.  Moreover,  during  the  year  1920,  negotiations  of  very  great  importance 
for  the  grading  of  railway  servants  and  the  standardisation  of  conditions  w'ere  carried 
through,  which  involved  a great  number  of  meetings  of  the  Executive  Committee 
and  its  Sub-Committees.  Members  of  the  R.C.A.  Executive  Committee  are  not  (as 
are,  no  doubt,  the  members  of  many  of  the  committees  to  which  the  public  of  the 
Morning  Foil  is  accuStomed)  persons  of  independent  means  who  can  afford  to  devote 
their  time  to  committee  work  without  remuneration.  In  the  Report  of  the  R.C.A. 
it  is  explained  that  the  increased  expenditure  upon  office  and  Staff  is  accounted  for 
by  the  necessity  of  opening  and  Staffing  new  divisional  offices  “for  the  purpose  of 
dealing  with  the  appeals  for  improved  classifications  and  other  matters  connected 
w'ith  our  National  Settlements,  also  for  assisting  our  newly-fonned  Line  Committees, 
and  other  work  arising  from  the  official  recognition  of  the  R.C.A.” 

INCREASE  IN  TFIE  COST  OF  LIVING,  1918—1920 

As  the  increase  in  the  coSt  of  living  is  a matter  of  the  firSt  importance  in  connexion 
with  the  increase  in  Trade  Union  management  expenses  betw'een  pre-w^ar  days  and 
1918,  so  also  is  it  a faStor  of  considerable,  though  naturally  of  less,  importance  as 
between  1918  and  1920.  lihii  Morning  Posl,  having  selefted  the  items  of  hotel  expendi- 
ture and  railway  travelling,  has  discovered  that  the  increase  in  these  between  1918  and 
1920  w'as  not  more  than  about  loO^,  and  8%  respeStively.  The  Morning  Foil  is, 
however,  woefully  in  error  if  it  supposes  that  the  principal  item  in  Trade  Union 
management  expenses  is  the  bills  of  Trade  Union  officials  laying  in  “good-class 
London  hotels,  of  the  type  which  a prosperous  professional  or  business  man  would 
patronise.”*  A much  more  accurate  effimate  of  the  increased  expenditure  necessi- 
tated by  the  rise  in  the  coff;  of  living  is  obtained  by  observing  the  movements  of 
indices  representing  the  cosd  of  living  generally  than  by  the  arbitrary  seleftion  of 
particular  items.  According  to  the  Minister  of  Labour’s  index,  the  increase  between 
June,  1918,  and  June,  1920,  amounted  to  25%. 

Having  regard,  therefore,  to  their  largely  increased  membership,  to  the  2S% 
increase  in  the  coil  of  living,  and  to  the  very  greatly  increased  outlay  upon  benefits, 
it  is  not  surprising  to  find  that  in  several  in^ances  Trade  Unions  have  found  their 
management  expenses  increasingly  heavy. 

THE  NATURE  OF  MANAGEMENT  EXPENSES 

The  efforts  of  the  Morning  Foil  are  further  diretffed  to  proving  that  expenses  of 
management  absorb  an  excessive  proportion  of  the  total  income  of  Trade  Unions. 

This  part  of  the  Morning  Foil’s  argument  is  introduced,  not  very  auspiciously,  by 
a further  misrepresentation.  Taking  the  aggregate  figures  for  1918  we  learn  from 
the  Morning  Foil  that 

* Morning  Post  Pamphlet,  p.  3. 
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The  Trade  Union  member  paid  in  . . . . . . 156 

There  was  paid  out  in  benefits  . . . . . . . . 091 

There  was  paid  out  for  management  and  politics  . . o 9 1 1 

Leaving  for  the  rainy  day  ..  ..  ..  ..  ..  066 


In  the  fir^  place, it  maybe  remarked  that  the  adaal  figures  in  this  table  are  not 
c orredf,  nor  do  they  tally  with  those  quoted  by' the  Morning  Foil  itself  on  the  same 
I age.  The  corredl  figures  are: — 

£ d. 


Income  from  member  ..  ..  ..  ..  ..  160 

Paid  out  in  benefits  ..  ..  ..  ..  ..  092 

Paid  out  for  management  and  politics  . . . . . . 093 

Payments  to  other  Societies  . . . . . . . . 017 

Balance  ..  ..  ..  ..  ..  ..  ..  060 


c r,  if  we  follow  the  Morning  Foil  in  omitting  “Payments  to  other  Societies,”  the 
1 alance  is  ys.  yd. 

Secondly,  the  balance  remaining  after  dedu<fting  the  above  items  of  expenditure 
f 'om  the  total  income  from  members  does  not  represent  all  that  was  left  for  the  rainy 
c ay  in  1918.  Trade  Union  investments  not  being  of  so  insecure  a charadler  as  the 
1 loining  Foil  endeavours  later  to  indicate,  an  addition  musl  be  made  on  account  of 
ij  icome  from  other  sources.*  In  1918  this  amounted  to  approximately  one-eighth 
a i jnuch  as  the  contributions  of  members,  or  35.  2id.  per  head.  The  income  of  Trade 
Unions,  therefore,  during  the  year  1918  amounted  to  £i.gs.  ^d.  per  member  ; and 
t le  balance  left  for  the  rainy  day  after  dedudlion  of  i:he  above  items  of  expenditure 

V as  9^.  3«'.,  an  increase  of  42%  over  the  Morning  Foil  figure. 

As  a further  commentarj'  upon  the  Morning  Foil’.s  ideas  of  Trade  Union  extrav- 
g mce,  we  may  diredl  attention  to  the  fa6l  that  these  “extravagantly-managed  bodies” 
h ;ld  in  1918  funds  amounting  to  £14,936,977,  or  £2.155.  yd.  per  member.  According 
t > the  Chief  Registrar  of  Friendly  Societies,  “In  view  of  the  great  expansion  of  mem- 
b Mship  in  1918  and  in  the  preceding  year,  the  position  of  Trade  Unions  in  regard  to 
a 'cumulated  funds  muSl  be  regarded  from  the  Trade  Union  Standpoint  as  extremely 
s tisfaiStory.  In  the  space  of  five  years,  during  which  the  membership  of  Trade  Unions 
b IS  been  doubled,  sufficient  funds  have  been  accumulated  not  only  to  cover  the  new 
n embers  and  maintain  the  same  capital  per  head,  but  to  regain  the  ground  loSt  by  the 
? liners’  Strike  in  1912.” 

These,  however,  are  matters  which,  in  comparison  with  the  major  errors  of  the 
I lorning  Foil,  are  insignificant.  The  term  “management  expenses”  covers,  in  the 
c ise  of  Trade  Unions,  matters  of  an  altogether  different  charadler  from  those 
t escribed  as  management  expenses  in  the  case  of  other  organisations.  Hence  the 
I lorning  Foil's  comparisons  with  Friendly  Societies  is  entirely  misleading.  While 
g raciously  remarking  that  “a  Trade  Union  has  some  other  legitimate  business  than 
ii  s I'Viendly  Society  work,”  the  Morning  Foil  wholly  fails  to  make  due  allowance  for 
t lis  fa£I;  or,  rather  (which  comes  to  the  same  thing),  having  taken  upon  itself  to  decide 

V hat  is  the  legitimate  business  of  Trade  Unions,  has  virtually  confined  that  term  to 
t le  collection  of  contributions  and  the  distribution  of  benefits. 

In  point  of  fact,  as  every'  Trade  Union  official  is  only  too  vtell  aware,  the  business 
o ' a Trade  Union  (and,  despite  the  Morning  Foil,  we  say  the  legitimate  business)  is  of 
a 1 eixeessively  various  chara6ler.  The  work  which  a Trade  Union  does  for  its  members 
is  in  no  sense  to  be  valued  by  the  actual  sums  paid  out  in  benefits;  nor  is  all  other 
• See  page  2 r . 
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expenditure  to  be  dismissed  as  “political”  or  administrative.  An  enormous  amount 
of  work  is  involved  in  the  negotiation  of  the  very  large  number  of  agreements,  national 
and  local,  as  to  wages  and  conditions  of  work  under  which  indu^ry  is  to-day  carried 
on.  Judging  from  the  attitude  of  the  Morning  Foil  during  the  recent  dispute  in  the 
engineering  indu^ry  (which  arose  from  the  breakdown  of  one  such  agreement),  we 
can  hardly  suppose  that  the  Morning  Foil  deplores  the  existence  of  these  agreements, 
the  negotiation  of  which  involves  so  much  trouble  and  expense.  Colledlive  bargaining 
is  a firSl;  principle  of  Trade  Unionism.  Nor  can  the  resentment  of  Trade  Union 
members  be  inflamed  against  the  use  of  their  money  for  this  purpose. 

The  National  Union  of  Railwaymen,  for  inftance,  again^  which  the  Morning  Foil 
is  particularly  exasperated,  had,  in  1920,  approximately  460,000  members.  If  we 
suppose  that  the  negotiations  of  this  Union  during  that  year  secured  to  its  members 
an  average  of  no  more  than  2j.  a week  above  what  they  could  have  obtained  without 
the  help  of  any  organisation,  the  total  gain  to  members  of  the  National  Union  of 
Railwaymen  from  this  branch  of  the  Union’s  activities  alone  would  be  no  less  than 
£2,392,000,  or  between  nine  and  ten  times  the  whole  of  the  outlay  in  1 920  on  all  forms 
of  management  expenditure,  and  over  four  times  the  total  income  from  members. 

Secondly,  Trade  Unions  have  a great  deal  of  legal  and  kindred  business,  the  whole 
of  their  expenditure  upon  which  figures  in  the  form  of  accounts  at  present  prescribed 
by  the  Chief  Regiffrar  as  “management  expenses.”  The  individual  Trade  Unionit, 
for  whose  welfare  the  Morning  Foil  is  so  deeply  concerned,  is  dependent  upon  his 
Trade  Union  to  secure  legal  redress  for  injuries  that  he  may  suffer.  But  the  Morning 
Foil  ignores  the  perfectly  legitimate  expenditure  that  Trade  Unions  incur  on  this 
account. 

Nor  mu^  it  be  forgotten  that  for  every  case  that  is  brought  into  Court  a very  much 
larger  number  of  cases  are  settled  outside  the  Courts  altogether.  These  cases  can 
only  be  settled  by  having  Trade  Union  Sbaffs  to  deal  with  them,  and  by  the  e.xpenditure 
which  is  necessarily  involved  in  all  negotiation. 

In  illuff ration  of  the  importance  to  Trade  Unio niffs  of  the  work  performed  by 
Unions  in  protecting  the  individual  rights  of  their  members,  some  figures  may  be 
quoted  from  the  Report  of  the  National  Union  of  Agricultural  Workers,  1920.  The 
total  amount  of  wages  claims  recovered  by  this  Union  amounted  in  that  year  to 
£12,940  25.  i^d.  During  the  same  period  the  Union  also  secured  £13,134  75.  yd.  in 
lump  sum  settlements,  on  account  of  Workmen’s  Compensation,  besides  a large 
number  of  settlements  in  the  form  of  weekly  payments.  The  sums  paid  to  members, 
thanks  to  the  activities  of  the  Union,  in  respedl  of  these  two  matters — recovery  of 
wages  and  lump  sum  compensation  settlements  alone — amounted  to  36%  of  the 
total  contributions  paid  in  for  all  purposes.  The  members  of  the  Union  had, 
therefore,  already  “got  back”  over  one-third  of  their  money  before  they  received  a 
single  penny  in  the  form  of  what  are  specifically  termed  “benefits.” 

These  illuffrations  are  not  taken  from  a Union  in  which  the  proportion  of  income 
spent  on  “management  expenses”  is  particularly  low.  In  fadl,  the  reverse  is  the  case. 
The  National  Union  of  Agricultural  Workers  is  one  which  ffands  low  in  the  order  of 
merit  drawn  up  by  the  Morning  FoU. 

It  is  evident  that  the  Morning  Foil  has  much  to  learn  about  the  nature  of  the  work 
done  by  Trade  Unions  under  the  comprehensive  term  “management.”  It  may  be 
suggeffed  that  the  researches  of  the  author  of  the  Morning  Foil  articles  into  Trade 
Union  reports  might  advantageously  be  carried  very  much  further  before  that 
journal  takes  upon  itself  to  decide  what  is  a proper  proportion  of  its  income  for  a 
Trade  Union  to  expend  in  this  way. 
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As  should  now  be  perfeflly  clear,  comparisons  between  the  proportion  of  income 
• expended  on  management  expenses  by  Friendly  Societies  and  Trade  Umons  are 
iltogether  misleading,  since  the  work  of  the  former  differs  enormously  from  that  of 
he  latter.  The  Mornvtig  Foil  may  well  be  reminded  that  the  admini^ration  of  benefits 
nu^  in  itself  be  an  expensive  matter.  The  co^  of  admini^ration  of  unemployment 
3enefit  alone  by  the  State  will  illu^rate  this.  Thus,  the  total  contributions  paid  by  em- 
ployers, workers  and  the  State  under  all  the  Unemployment  Insurance  AtSls  (including 

I iheUnemployedWorkers’DependantsAas)fromJuly,  1912, to  April,  1922, amounted 

■o  £67,500,000.  The  co^  of  administration  over  the  same  period  amounted  to 
£14,000,000,  or  approximately  21%.  The  working  expenses  of  the  principal  fire  and 

■ accident  insurance  companies  in  this  country  run  uj>  to  over  40%,  ^.nd  in  some  cases 

' over  50%,  of  the  premium  income.  When  to  the  Itenefit  work  of  Trade  Unions  is 

■ added  their  work  as  negotiators,  as  lawyers  and  as  champions  in  innumerable  ways 

1 of  the  individual  rights  and  liberties  of  their  members,  it  is  apparent  that  the  pro- 

portion of  income  spent  by  these  bodies  on  their  so-called  “management  expenses 
compares  mo^  favourably  with  that  incurred  by  other  organisations  whose  sole  work 
is  the  transadlion  of  business  that  forms  only  a part  of  the  multifarious  legitimate 
adlivities  of  Trade  Unions. 

^ It  is  also  significant  that  the  Chief  Regi^rar  has  recognised  that  the  present  form 

\ in  which  Trade  Union  accounts  are  published  is  unsatisfadlory.  In  future  the  praaice 

of  umping  together  expenditure  upon  much  of  the  mo^  important  Trade  Union 
^ work  under  the  single  heading  “management  expenses”  will  be  abandoned. 

Expenditure  upon  purely  Trade  Union  work  will  hereafter  be  shown  under  separate 
headings,  detailing  the  amounts  expended  by  branches,  diSrifl  offices  and  head- 
^ quarters  respedhively.  The  Morning  Foil  will,  therefore,  no  longer  be  able  to  plead 

I ignorance  as  an  excuse  for  its  falsifications. 

' MANAGEMENT  EXPENSES  AS  A PROPORl'ION  OF  CONTRIBUTIONS 

' IN  DIFFERENT  UNIONS 

The  Morning  Foil  further  attempts  to  make  political  capital  out  of  the  considerable 
difference  between  the  proportions  which  management  expenses  bear  to  income 
from  members  in  different  Unions,  and  prints  a table  showing  these  proportions 
for  twenty  out  of  the  thirty  seledhed  Unions  in  1920.  From  this  table  we  are  asked  to 
believe  that  “it  is,  generally  speaking,  the  ‘ political  ’ Unions  that  are  extravagant 
in  expenses  of  management.” 

In  this,  as  in  previous  tables  of  the  Morning  FoSl,  faeffs  are  suppressed  or  ignored 
which  are  essential  to  a true  under^anding  of  the  po:;ition.  Thus  no  reference  is  made 
to  the  very  different  degrees  of  wealth  or  poverty  of  the  members  of  different  Trade 
Unions.  The  Unions  whose  members  are  engaged  on  comparatively  well-paid  work 
can  levy  comparatively  high  rates  of  contribution.  But  the  work  of  these  Unions  as 
negotiators,  and  as  champions  of  their  members’  rights,  is  not  thereby  proportionately 
increased.  Hence  the  Unions  whose  members  are  comparatively  well-to-do, 
inevitably  tend  to  show  a somewhat  lower  ratio  of  management  expenses  to  income 
from  members  than  do  those  Unions  whose  members  are  exceedingly  poor  and 
unable  to  pay  more  than  the  lowe^  possible  contributions  to  their  Union.  There  are, 
indeed,  for  many  reasons,  subftantial  differences  in  the  rates  of  contribution  paid  bj 
the  members  of  different  Trade  Unions;  and  often,  by  their  own  option,  by  the 
members  of  the  same  Trade  Union.  Unless  attention  is  paid  to  the  different  bases  of 
contributions,  no  intelligible  comparison  can  be  made  between  the  proportion  of 
management  expenses  to  income  in  the  case  of  different  Unions.  If  the  author  of  the 
Morning  Foil  pamphlet  wished  to  present  an  accurate  and  informative  table,  he  should 
[ have  been  at  pains  to  inquire  further  into  this  matttjr.  He  should,  for  in^ance,  have 

I 14 


given  prominence  to  the  fadl  that  in  the  Agricultural  Workers’  Union  the  income  of 
1930  was  unduly  low  in  proportion  to  working  expenses  since  it  was  not  till  half-way 
through  the  year  that  a long  overdue  increase  in  the  rate  of  contribution  from  3^/.  to 
4^.  a week  was  made  to  meet  the  greatly  increased  work  and  responsibilities  of  the 
Union. 

MANAGEMENT  EXPENSES  AND  “POLITICAL”  UNIONS 

Finally,  the  contention  that  it  is  “the  ‘ political  ’ Unions  which,  generally  speaking , 
are  extravagant  in  expenses  of  management,”  remains  in  the  light  of  the  fa6ls  wholly 
unintelligible.  The  Morning  Foil  nowhere  explains  what  is  meant  by  a “political” 
Union.  Does  it  mean  a Union  which  indulges  in  what  the  Morning  Foil  calls 
“political”  trikes  ? If  so,  the  Morning  Foil  has  adduced  no  evidence  whatever  to 
prove  that  the  Unions  which  show  a comparatively  high  proportion  of  management 
expenses  are  also  those  with  the  blacke^l  record  of  “political”  trikes.  Of  the  Unions 
e.xamined  by  the  Morning  Foil,  the  higheft  proportions  of  management  expenses  to 
contributions  in  1920  are  shown  by  the  Railway  Clerks,  Ele(5lrical  Trades,  Wool- 
combers,  Dock  Workers,  Sailors  & Firemen  and  Agricultural  Workers  in  that  order. 
We  await  evidence  that  these  Unions  have  shown  a special  affe<5lion  for  “political” 
Strikes. 

If,  on  the  other  hand, by  “political”  Unions  the  Morning  Foil  means  (what  seems  to 
be  a more  reasonable  interpretation  of  this  peculiar  term)  those  Unions  whose 
members  contribute  comparatively  largely  to  the  Political  Funds  of  their  Unions, 
then  the  attempt  to  prove  a connexion  between  the  “political”  charadler  of  a Union, 
and  its  proportion  of  management  expenses  to  income  breaks  down  hopelessly.  This 
is  demon^frated  beyond  dispute  by  the  following  table.  The  Unions  covered  by  the 
table  and  the  figures  relating  to  management  expenses  are  reproduced  from  the 
Morning  Foil's  own  table.  To  these  figures  is  added  another  column  showing  the 
proportion  borne  by  the  income  of  the  Political  Fund  (as  shown  on  page  i of  the 
Morning  Foil's  pamphlet)  to  the  total  income  of  members. 


Union 

Expenditure  from  1 
Political  Fund — | 
as  Percentage  of  \ 
Income  from 
Members  m igzo 

Expenses  of 
Management  as 
percentage  of 
Income  from 
Members  in  1920 

Operative  Plasterers 

I.O 

12 

Iron  & Steel  Trades 

4.2 

13 

Amalgamated  Engineers 

0.7 

18 

Yorkshire  Miners 

4-1 

23 

House  & Ship  Painters  . . 

— 

24 

Dyers  & Bleachers 

0.9 

27 

Textile  Workers  (Staffs.) 

4.2 

27 

Bricklayers 
Workers’  Union  . . 

— 

34 

2.4 

36 

Textile  Workers  (Yorks.) 

5.6 

39 

South  Wales  Miners 

5*6 

44 

Railwaymen 

8.1 

(47)* 

(44)t 

Carpenters  & Joiners 

0.4 

56 

Tailors  & Garment  Workers 

5-2 

57 

Agricultural  Workers 

5-4 

59 

Sailors  & Firemen 

I.O 

(59)* 

(S6)t 

Dock  Workers 

— 

59 

Woolcombers 

5-2 

60 

Electrical  T rades 

1-3 

61 

Railway  Clerks  . . 

9.0 

63 

* Morning  Post  figure, 
t Correct  figure 
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It  will  be  seen  that  there  is  absolutely  no  correspondence  whatever  between  the 
fi  jures  in  the  two  columns  of  the  table.  Thus,  the  Electrical  Trades  Union,  w’ith  a 
p oportion  of  management  expenses  greater  than  any  but  one  other  Union  in  the 
ti  ble,  has  a scarcely  higher  percentage  of  political  expenditure  than  the  Operative 
P aClerers,  which  has  a lower  percentage  of  management  expenses  than  any  other. 
S )me  Unions  with  comparatively  large  expenditure  upon  management  devote  less 
tl  an  1%  to  political  purposes.  Others  with  much  lower  management  expenses  are 
p lying  5%  or  6%  for  political  purposes.  None  is  paying  more  than  9%.| 

CONCLUSIONS  AS  TO  MANAGEMENT  EXPENSES 

In  the  light  of  the  faCIs  and  figures  given  above  it  is  sufficiently  clear  that  the 
^ ^orning  PoiVs  arguments  in  regard  to  the  management  expenses  of  Trade  Unions  are 
b ised  throughout  on  suppressions  or  perversions  of  the  truth,  which  do  that  journal 
n ) credit.  If  such  methods  were  wholly  the  result  of  the  ignorance  of  the  investigators 
e:  nployed  by  the  Morning  Foil,  the  publication  of  these  fallacious  results  would  Still 
b : in  the  higheSt  degree  culpable.  But  it  is  difficult  to  suppose  that  falsifications 
which  point  so  persistently  in  one  direction  are  merely  the  result  of  gross  but 
u iprejudiced  ignorance. 

The  Morning  PoSl  is  painfully  wide  of  the  mark  in  its  estimate  of  the  intelligence  of 
T rade  Unionists  if  it  supposes  that  they  will  accept  these  grave  and  palpable  mis- 
rt  presentations  of  the  Trade  Union  position  as  evidence  of  the  goodwill  of  that 
jc  urnal  towards  the  Trade  Union  Movement. 

Ill 

POLITICAL  EXPENDITURE 

The  second  part  of  the  Morning  Foil’s  pamphlet  is  devoted  to  criticism  of  Trade 
Lnion  political  expenditure,  and  is  part  and  parcel  of  the  same  agitation  as  has 
al  eady  given  birth  to  the  Trade  Union  ACt  Amendment  Bill,  the  true  nature  of 
w lich  is  exposed  in  the  foregoing  pages. 

A FALSE  DISTINCTION  BETWEEN  POLITICAL  AND  INDUSTRIAL 

ACTION 

Criticism  of  this  character,  like  the  Trade  Union  ACt  Amendment  Bill  itself,  is 
b sed  on  a fundamental — and  it  would  seem  a wilful — misunderCtandingof  the  whole 
p isition.  It  is  increasingly  evident  that  the  emancipation  of  the  working  class  of  this 
c<  untry  cannot  be  achieved  by  “political”  or  by  “industrial”  aCtion  alone.  It  can  only 
b' : achieved  by  the  combined  efforts  of  the  duly-eleCt(;d  representatives  to  whom  the 
w jrkers  have  entrusted  their  interests  both  in  Parliament  and  in  the  Trade  Unions. 
1 he  Morning  Foil  is  no  doubt  aware  that  leading  Trade  Union  officials  play  a promi- 
ni  nt  part  in  the  Labour  Party,  and  that  the  leaders  of  the  Parliamentary  Labour 
P irty  are  in  many  cases  themselves  Trade  Union  oflicials.  We  do  not  dispute  the 
fa  51  that  the  whole  tendency  of  the  time  is  towards  a closer  co-operation  between  the 
T rade  Unions  and  the  Labour  Party.  Such  a movemtmt  registers  the  recognition  by 
tl  e mass  of  Trade  Unionists  of  the  faCt  (to  which  the  Morning  Foil  is  wilfully  blind) 
tl  at  their  true  interests  can  only  be  served  by  aCtion  in  the  political  w^orld  by  the 
L ibour  Party  and  in  the  industrial  world  by  the  Trade  Unions.  Meanwhile,  as  has 
al  eady  been  pointed  out  in  Section  I of  this  pamphlet,  the  liberty  of  those  Trade 
U aioniSts  who  have  not  yet  recognised  the  unity  of  their  political  and  industrial 
in  :ereSts  is  amply  safeguarded  by  the  contraCting-out  c lauses  of  the  Trade  Union  ACt 
as  these  at  present  Stand. 
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THE  RAILWAYMEN’S  POLITICAL  FUND 

In  the  matter  of  politics  as  also  in  the  matter  of  management  expenses,  the 
Morning  Foil  singles  out  individual  Unions  for  particularly  invidious  attention.  In  a 
paragraph  headed  “The  Railwaymen’s  Political  Fund”  attempts  are  made  to  prove 
that  the  National  Union  of  Railwaymen  is  deliberately  transferring  sums  including 
the  money  of  political  objeCfors  from  the  General  to  the  Political  Fund  Account. 
Such  a suggestion,  if  it  does  not  originate  in  deliberate  misrepresentation,  can  only 
be  explained  by  colossal  ignorance  as  to  methods  of  accounting  on  the  part  of  the 
author  of  the  Morning  Foil  articles. 

The  Morning  Foil  is  alarmed  to  discover  that  the  contributions  to  the  Political 
Fund  are  at  the  rate  of  io%  of  contributions  to  the  General  Fund.  The  explanation 
is  simplicity  itself.  Under  Rule  XXI  of  the  Union  io%  of  the  contributions  of  those 
members  u'ho  do  not  claim  exemption  from  the  Political  Fund  are  deemed  to  be  contri- 
butions to  the  Political  Fund.  A member  naturally  pays  his  general  and  political 
subscriptions  together,  and  the  importance  of  this  proviso  is  that  it  enables  him,  in 
accordance  with  the  Trade  Union  Adf,  1913,  to  know  exadlly  how  much  he  is  paying 
for  political  purposes. 

The  Morning  Foil  would  do  well  to  ^udy  the  whole  of  Rule  XXI,  regulating  the 
admini^ration  of  the  Political  Fund.  The  firA  paragraph  of  the  Rule  lays  down  that 
exemption  notices  can  be  obtained  “by  or  on  behalf  of  any  member  either  by  applica- 
tion at  or  by  po^  from  the  General  Office  or  any  branch  office  of  the  Union,  or  from 
the  Chief  Registrar  of  Friendly  Societies.”  Moreover,  under  Paragraph  8 of  Rule XXI, 
when  a member  has  given  notice  of  objedfion  to  political  contribution,  his  notice,  if 
not  withdrawn,  stands  indefinitely,  and  does  not  require  the  periodical  renewal  which 
it  is  proposed  to  require  from  all  members  approving  political  contributions  under 
the  Trade  Union  A(5t  Amendment  Bill. 

It  is  further  laid  down  that  “the  Executive  Committee  shall  give  effedl  to  the 
exemption  of  members  to  contribute  to  the  Political  Fund  of  the  Union  by  relieving 
any  member  who  is  exempt  from  the  payment  of  part  of  any  periodical  contribution 
required  from  the  member  towards  the  expenses  of  the  Union” — i.e.,  by  not  allocating 
any  part  of  his  contribution  to  the  Political  Fund. 

These  are  the  Rules;  and  it  is  perfedfly  clear  from  the  Report  that  they  are  carried 
out.  The  only  items  in  the  income  of  the  Political  Fund  are  “Members’  Contribu- 
tions” and  “Intere^.”  That  members  do  effedlively  exercise  their  right  is  indisputably 
established  by  the  ^atement  of  aggregate  branch  income  and  expenditure  ki  which 
the  following  entries  appear: — 

Contributions  to  General  Fund  (including  political)  ..  ..  ..  ,(^423,494 

,,  „ ,,  „ (excluding  political) • £17.825 

We  learn,  therefore,  that  members  whose  aggregate  subscription  amounted  to 
exercised  their  right  during  1920  to  be  exempt  from  contribution  to  the 
Political  Fund.  The  author  of  the  Morning  Foil  articles  has — whether  deliberately 
or  otherwise  w^e  do  not  presume  to  say — entirely  disregarded  this  Slatement  of 
income  and  expenditure  in  which  the  relevant  information  for  which  he  professes  to 
seek  is  contained. 


I 
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POLITICAL  FUNDS  AND  BALLOTS 
The  Morning  Foil  further  insinuates  that  the  figures  of  voting  recorded  wffien 
ballots  were  taken  on  the  que^ion  of  e^ablishing  political  funds  contain  evidence 
that  political  objedfors  are  not  in  fadf  allow'ed  to  exercise  their  right  of  exemption. 

17 


I 


hus  it  is  pointed  out  that  in  a number  of  Unions  where  few  or  no  cases  of  con- 
t a<i'ting-out  are  recorded,  a considerable  minority  voted  against  the  e^ablisliment  of 
a political  fund.  It  is  assumed  that  everybody  who  ever  voted  again^  the  institution 
cf  a political  fund  is  a political  objeflor  Still,  and  should,  therefore,  if  no  improper 
i ifluence  is  brought  to  bear,  figure  on  the  liSt  of  thos<i  who  are  exempt  from  political 
c )ntributions  to-day.  The  number  of  contra6tors-out  should  correspond  exactly 

V ith  the  number  of  minority  votes  at  the  ballot.  T'  it  does  not,  the  Morning  Po§l 
s :ents  Trade  Union  tyranny. 

Such  an  argument,  however,  entirely  overlooks  the  fa6l  that  moSt  of  the  political 
h allots  were  taken  several  years  ago,  AloSl  of  the  principal  Unions  at  the  time  in 
e dSlence  took  their  political  ballots  at  the  earlieSl  possible  opportunity  after  the 

V issing  of  the  Trade  Union  Aft  in  1913.  Of  the  total  Unions  which  had  balloted  on 
t le  queSlion  of  political  funds  down  to  April,  1921,  half  had  taken  their  ballots 
1 efore  April,  1915.  The  ballots  therefore  often  represent  the  views  of  the  members 
c { the  Union  seven,  eight  and  nine  years  ago.  During  the  laSl  ten  years  opinion  has 
r loved  rapidly.  Even  the  Alorning  Foil  muSt  be  aware  in  what  direftion  events  are 
ceveloping.  The  growing  Strength  of  the  Labour  Party  in  the  House  of  Commons 
aid  in  the  country  bears  eloquent  testimony  to  the  trend  of  the  workers’  opinion. 
1 lany  of  those  who  eight  or  nine  years  ago  would  liave  viewed  with  reluftance  the 
11 5C  of  their  money  in  support  of  the  Labour  Party  hive  since  come  to  recognise  the 
e .sential  unity  of  the  political  and  the  industrial  sides  of  the  Labour  Movement, 
a id  are  enthusiastic  supporters  both  of  their  Unions  and  of  the  Labour  Party.  It 

V ould  indeed  be  aSlonishing  if  the  number  of  political  objeftors  had  remained  at  the 
1(  vel  of  the  ballots  of  eight  or  nine  years  ago,  after  the  experience  of  the  war  and  the 
p ^ace  which  has  since  intervened.  It  is  charafteriStic  of  the  crooked  and  calumnous 
n lethods  of  the  Morning  Foil  that  the  explanation  of  the  declining  number  of  political 
djeftors  should  be  sought  in  the  exercise  of  improper  influence  by  Union  officials, 
r ither  than  in  the  change  of  political  opinion  amongSt  the  workers  themselves,  of 

V hich  such  abundant  corroboration  is  to  be  found  on  every  hand — not  leaSl  in  the 
c )lumns  of  the  Morning  Foil  itself. 

Nor  need  it  be  feared  that  the  faft  that  political  ballots  are  now  in  many  cases  of 
s :veral  years’  Standing  is  in  any  way  a danger  to  the  interefts  of  the  political  objeftor. 
I ; is  open  to  the  members  of  a Union  at  any  time  to  call  for  a second  ballot.  Had  the 
0 minion  of  the  laft  decade  moved  in  a direftion  contrary  to  that  which  it  has  in  faft 
f »llowed^here  would  have  been  many  cases  of  second  ballots  reversing  the  decision 
ti » eftablish  a political  fund,  or  at  any  rate  showing  an  increased  minority  againft  such 
a fund.  In  point  of  faft,  however,  nothing  of  the  kind  has  occurred.  There  have  been 

0 ily  four  cases  of  second  ballots.  In  every  one  of  these  the  trend  of  opinion  in  favour 
c f the  political  work  of  the  Labour  Party  is  clearly  rellefted.  Thus  the  Amalgamated 
^ ociety  of  Dyers,  Bleachers,  etc.  (one  of  the  Unions  subjefted  to  the  searchlight  of  the 
il  lorning  FoU),  recorded  at  a firsT:  ballot  3,013  votes  for,  and  3,670  againft,  a political 

1 md.  At  a second  ballot  in  iqiqthe  votes  were— in  fa v^our,  1 1,004;  againft,  3,135;  the 
a iverse  majority  of  657  having  thus  changed  to  a favourable  majority  of  7,869.  The 
Imited  Patternmakers  at  a firft  ballot  recorded  1,045  votes  for,  and  1,686  againsT:,  a 
political  fund.  A second  ballot  recorded  1,689  favourable  and  711  adverse  votes. 
']  lie  Amalgamated  Union  of  Co-operative  and  Commercial  Employees'^  recorded  at  a 
fi  rst  ballot  11,130  votes  in  favour  of,  and  11,967  againft,  a political  fund.  At  the  second 
b illot  the  figures  were  13,754  favour  and  5,854  againft.  Finally,  the  Padiham  and 
I 'iftrift  Weavers’  Association  at  a first  ballot  recorded  1,381  in  favour  of,  and  1,846 
a ;ainft,apoliticalfund.  At  the  second  ballot  the  votes  were  729  in  favour, 570  againft. 

* Now  amalgamated  with  the  Warehouse  Workers’  Union  into  the  National  Union  of 
I istributive  and  Allied  Workers.  jg 


I'hese  four  cases  illustrate  in  unmiolakable  fashion  the  direction  in  which  things 
are  moving.  They  show  what  has  happened  to  the  former  political  objeftors  in  cases 
in  which  no  suggeftion  of  undue  influence  is,  or  can  be,  brought.  The  political 
objeftors  have  simply  changed  their  minds.  And  there  is  every  reason  to  suppose 
that  what  has  happened  in  these  four  Unions  is  paralleled  by  what  is  happening  in 
other  Unions,  which  have  had  no  occasion  to  take  a second  ballot  on  a matter  the 
original  decision  upon  which  gives  satisfaftion  to  an  increasing  proportion,  if  not  to 
the  whole,  of  the  members  concerned. 


IV 

TRADE  UNION  INVESTMENTS 

In  a final  paragraph  the  Morning  Foil  endeavours  to  difturb  the  sleep  of  the  thrifty 
Trade  Unionift  by  hinting  that  Trade  Union  funds  are  invefted  in  dangerous 
inveftments.  The  Morning  Foil  even  goes  so  far  as  to  suggeft  that  “it  would  be  sound 
to  provide  in  any  future  Trade  Union  legislation  that  all  funds  muft  be  invefted  in 
‘ Truftee  Securities.’  ” We  note  with  concern,  however,  that  the  Morning  Foil  has 
omitted  to  m.ake  a similar  suggeftion  with  regard  to  the  funds  of  Capitalift  and 
Employers’  Associations,  many  of  which,  were  they  obliged,  as  the  Trade  Unions 
are,  to  publish  their  balance  sheets,  would  probably  be  found  to  be  in  at  leaft  as 
great  need  of  the  good  offices  of  the  Morning  Foil  in  this  matter. 


THE  FACTS  ABOUT  THE  TRADE  UNION  FUNDS 

This  particular  Morning  Foil  scare,  like  the  others,  is  easily  disposed  of  by  a simple 
ftatement  of  the  fafts. 

According  to  the  lateft  Report  of  the  Chief  Regiftrar  of  Friendly  Societies  (1919) 
the  total  funds  of  regiftered  Trade  Unions  amounted  to  16,000,000.  Of  this  sum 
£j, 000, 000  was  deposited  with  banks  or  held  as  cash.  “Inveftments  in  Public  Funds” 
amounted  to  a further  £7,000,000,  of  which  nearly  half  represents  inveftments  in 
Government  War  Securities.  The  remaining  balance  of  about  £2,000,000  was 
diftributed  as  follows: — £788,000  as  loans  on  mortgage  to  members  and  others; 
£29,000  in  Building  Societies;  £662,000  in  Freehold  and  Leasehold  Properties; 
£58,000  in  Railway  Securities;  £162,000  in  Trading  Firms  (including  £23,500  in 
Co-operative  Wholesale  Society  Development  Bonds);  and  £470,000  in  other  Assets 
{i.e.,  loans  to  other  Trade  Unions,  amounts  due  from  National  Insurance  seftions, 
goods,  furniture,  etc.).”  On  the  previous  page  of  the  Report  we  read  “of  the  £ 1 6,000,000 
funds  held  by  regiftered  Trade  Unions  only  the  very  small  total  of  £171,922  is  set 
aside  as  belonging  to  the  Political  Funds  eftablished  under  the  Trade  Union  Aft, 

1913” 

These  figures  scatter  to  the  winds  the  fears  which  the  Morning  Foil  has  endeavoured 
to  awaken  in  the  minds  of  Trade  Unionifts.  It  is  evident  that  a provision  that  Trade 
Union  funds  muft  be  invefted  in  Truftee  Securities,  wffiile  it  would  impose  intolerable 
reftriftions  upon  the  freedom  of  Trade  Unions  to  inveft  comparatively  small  sums 
in  support  of  different  branches  of  Labour  aftivity  whose  continuance  may  be  vital 
to  the  success  of  the  Movement,  would  really  make  singularly  little  difference  to  the 
inveftment  of  the  great  mass  of  Trade  Union  funds.  These  are  already  invefted  in 
funds  of  UP  impeachable  soundness. 
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MORE  “MORNING  POST”  PERVERSIONS 


Again,  in  the  matter  of  Trade  Union  funds  the  Morning  Foil  has  been  unable  to 
esi^  the  temptation  to  perv^ersion  and  misleading  ^atement.  Objedlion  is  apparently 
aken  to  the  inve^ment  of  Trade  Union  funds  in  the  Co-operative  Movement, 
;ither,  it  muft  be  supposed,  because  the  Co-operative  Wholesale  Society  is  held  to  be 
i “political-revolutionary”  organisation,  or  because  fears  are  entertained  as  to  the 
inancial  soundness  of  this  concern.  It  does  not  much  matter  what  are  the  exadt 
jbjedlions  of  the  Morning  Foil  to  the  Co-operative  Movement  as  an  inve^ment  for 
Prade  Union  funds,  since  whatever  their  nature,  they  are  evidently  based  upon  gross 
gno  ranee  of  the  charafler  of  the  Co-operative  Movement  and  of  its  financial  ^rength . 
in  point  of  fadl,  there  are  no  reasons  why  Trade  Unions  should  not,  and  excellent 
easons  why  they  should,  inve^l  their  money  in  this  flourishing  enterprise. 

Since,  however,  the  Morning  Foil  has  raised  this  point,  we  would  sugge^  that  it 
should  confine  its  ^atements  to  an  accurate  form.  In  the  Morning  Foil  pamphlet  we 
read  that  “the  Agricultural  Workers’  Union  has  about  half  its  funds  in  the  Co- 
)perativeMovement.”  This  ^latement  occurs  in  a paragraph  dealing  with  T rade  Union 
nve^tments.  Although,  in  deference  to  the  claims  of  literal  corrediness,  the  Morning 
Foil  states  that  the  funds  of  the  Agricultural  Workers  are  “in”  and  not  “invoked  in” 
he  Co-operative  Movement,  it  is  beyond  que^ion  that  the  sense  which  the  ^atement 
:onveys — and  is  meant  to  convey— is  that  about  hall  the  funds  are  inveiled  in  the  Co- 
operative Movement.  The  truth  is  that  out  of  total  assets  amounting  to  ,(^82,432,  the 
Union  in  que^ion  has  exadlly  £5,000  in  Co-operaiive  Wholesale  Society  Develop- 
nent  Bonds,  and  no  other  investments  in  Co-operative  Funds  whatsoever.  The 
jxplanation  of  the  Morning  Foil's  figure  is  that  the  Agricultural  Workers  bank  with 
;he  Co-operative  Wholesale  Society’s  Bank,  and  had  at  the  time  when  the  balance 
sheet  for  1920  was  drawn  up  a bank  balance  amounting  to  £32,476  on  current  and 
leposit  account.  InthisinSlance,  as  throughout  its  pamphlet,  the  Morning  Foil  has 
shown  itself  paSl  master  in  the  deplorable  art  of  combining  verbal  accuracy  with 
'alsification  of  subSlance. 


CONCLUSION 

The  Labour  Movement  to-day  faces  a period  of  crisis.  Its  history  has,  indeed,  been 
3ne  of  successive  crises,  each  of  which  it  has  passed  with  renewed  ^rength.  The 
rrisis  of  to-day  consists  in  the  weakening  of  Trade  Union  indu^rial  ^rength  by  the 
prolonged  depression  of  trade  which  has  resulted  from  capitalist  warfare  followed  by 
capitalist  peace;  in  the  attempts  to  cripple  the  political  Strength  of  the  Movement  by 
reversing  the  hardly-won  legislation  of  a decade;  and  by  further  weighting  the 
already  overloaded  scales  againSt  Trade  Unions  which  alone,  of  all  organisations,  are 
singled  out  for  these  invidious  attentions;  and  by  the  flood  of  abusive  misrepresenta- 
tion which  Streams  from  the  Morning  Foil. 

The  methods,  however,  to  which  the  enemies  of  Trade  Unionism  (calling 
themselves  its  friends)  are  obliged  to  resort  do  their  case  no  good.  Indeed,  they 
suggest  irresistibly  that  these  interests  are  at  heart  aware  that  they  have  no  case.  The 
policy  of  the  self-Styled  friends  of  Trade  Unions  is  to  throw  enough  mud  in  the  hope 
that  some  of  it  will  Stick.  It  should  be  unnecessary  to  point  out  how  experience  has 
long  proved  that  that  policy  is  ever  affeSIed  by  those  whose  Store  of  sound  arguments 
is  conspicuous  for  its  emptiness. 

20 


RENEWED  ATTACKS 

With  the  opening  of  the  Trades  Union  Congress  at  Southport,  the  Morning  Fost 
has  seized  the  opportunity  to  return  to  the  charges  of  extravagance  and  abuse  of 
political  funds  which  “goodwill”  towards  the  Trade  Union  Movement  so  readily 
inspires.  These  fresh  attacks  are  contained  in  articles  printed  in  large  type,  which 
appeared  in  the  issues  of  September  i,  2 and  4,  and  in  a leading  article  of 
September  6. 

INCONSISTENCY  IN  THE  FIGURES 

The  Morning  Fost  is  not  as  careful  as  might  be  expected  of  a self-constituted  critic 
of  Trade  Union  finance  to  avoid  mutual  inconsistency  in  the  figures  quoted  in  tlie 
same  article. 

On  September  i appeared  an  article  headed: — - 

“TRADE  UNION  ADMINISTRATION 

The  1921  Balance  Sheets 

HUGE  DECREASES  IN  MEMBERSHIP” 


In  this  article  a table  was  embodied  based  on  the  1920  and  1921  balance  sheetsoftea 
Trade  Unions,  and  showing  membership,  income  from  members,  benefits  paid  out, 
and  “expenses  of  management”  for  each  of  these  two  years.  In  the  comments  on  the 
table,  which  comprise  the  greater  part  of  this  article,  figures  are  quoted  showing  the 
“Huge  decreases  in  membership”  sustained  by  various  Unions.  In  no  one  instance 
do  these  figures  accord  with  those  quoted  by  the  Morning  Fost  itself  in  the  table 
comprised  in  the  same  article,  the  discrepancy  ranging  from  14  to  49%  in  the  case 
of  different  Unions.  The  extent  of  the  difference  is  shown  in  the  following  table, 
in  which  the  tw’o  Morning  Fost  versions  of  the  figures  are  tabulated. 


• 

Membership 

Loss  of 

“ Morning 

Percentage 

Union 

{as  stated  in 

77iemhership  in 

Post " 

Difference 

“ Morning 

Post  ” table) 

1921 

Discrepancy 

1 

Actual 

difference 

As  stated  in 
Morning 
Post* 

1920 

f 1921 

between 

1 

cols. 
(1)— (2) 

article 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

Agricultural 

Workers 

180,000 

130,030 

49,970 

60,000 

10,030 

20 

Workers’  Union  . . 
United  Garment 

495,102 

247,140 

248,022 

282,050 

34,028 

14 

Workers 

86,701 

55,488 

31,273 

Not  quoted 

_ 

— 

Woolcombers 

10,981 

9,940 

1,041 

— 

— 

Electrical  Trades  . . 
National  Union 

57,292 

45,561 

11,731 

17,120 

5,389 

46 

Railwaymen 

457,836 

386,115 

71,721 

95,874 

24,153 

34 

Yorkshire  Miners . . 

159,639 

156,722 

2,917 

Not  quoted 

— 

— 

Railway  Clerks 
Amalgamated 

87,054 

00,264 

26,790 

30,770 

3,980 

16 

Engineers 

Locomotive 

456,891 

410,988 

45,903 

Not  quoted 

■ 

Engineers 

% 

71,344 

59,137  1 

12,207 

18,188 

5,981  i 

49 

! 

over 

2,062,960 

1,561,385  ! 

501,575 

624,000 

122,425 

24 
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On  beptember  8,  after  two  correspondents  (whose  letters  were  not  published)  had 
pointed  out  the  discrepancy,  the  explanation  was  supplied  by  the  Mornvig  Post  in 
he  following  not  very  lucid  terms.  “The  total  of  defections  cited  in  some  cases  do 
sic)  not  quite  agree  with  the  figures  obtained  by  a subtraction  of  the  1921  total  from 
he  1920  total.  The  detail  is  unimportant  but  should  be  explained.  The  1920  total 
IS  given  in  the  1920  returns  is  sometimes  corrected  for  the  1921  returns  (and  the 
[921  returns  may  be  subsequently  corrected).” 

\\  e are  surprised  to  find  a journal  of  the  standing  of  the  Morning  Post  dismissing 
lisparities  varying  up  to  49%  as  “unimportant  details.”  What  would  the  Morning 
Post  say  of  a Trade  Union  which  acted  in  such  a way  ? It  can  hardly  be  supposed  that 
he  author  of  the  Morning  Post  articles  is  unaware  that  the  most  elementary  principles 
■f  statistical  accuracy  require  that  either  the  corrected  or  the  uncorrected  figures 
hould  be  consistently  used  throughout,  or  that  the  explanation  of  a discrepancy 
should  be  published  with  the  figures  in  which  it  ajipears.  Indifference  to  this  ele- 
nentar}'  principle  of  statistical  accuracy  can  hardly  commend  the  Morning  Post  to  the 
ublic  as  a competent  and  effective  critic  of  Trade  Union  finance. 


MANAGEMENT  EXPENSES  AND  POLITICS  IN  1921 

The  Morning  Post  criticisms,  based  on  the  1921  balance  sheets  of  ten  Unions,  are 
)f  the  same  general  form  as  the  charges  directed  against  the  1920  balance  sheets 
vhich  have  already  been  exposed  in  the  earlier  sections  of  this  pamphlet.  The  only 
lifferenceis  that  in  the  later  articles  even  less  attempt  has  been  made  than  in  their 
)redecessors  to  make  the  accusation  square  with  the  facts.  The  charges  are  still  that 
he  more  “political”  a Union  is  the  more  extravagant  it  is;  and  that  “management,”  as 
contrasted  with  benefits,  absorbs  an  increasing  and  excessive  amount  of  Trade 
Inion  expenditure.  In  addition  the  Morning  Post  attempts  to  insinuate  that  the 
extravagance  and  political  expenditure  of  these  Trade  Unions  is  the  cause  of  the 
lecline  in  membership  in  1921.  W'e  may  once  more  reveal  the  futility  of  these 
( barges. 

In  the  Morning  Post  of  September  2 the  following  statement  appeared:  “In  the 
natter  of  the  Political  Le^y  the  Trade  Unions  fall  into  three  categories. 

“i  Trade  Unions  with  no  Political  Fund  (almost  invariably  these  Unions  manage 
1 heir  General  Fund  with  economy  and  prudence). 

“2  Trade  Unions  which  have  Political  Funds,  which  are  levied  separately  from 
he  General  Fund;  which  put  no  obstacle  in  the  way  of  ‘ contracting-out,’  and  w'hich 
1 reat  political  matters  as  subordinate  to  trade  matters. 

“3  A group  of  Unions  in  which  the  collection  of  the  Political  Fund  varies  from 
he  questionable  to  the  scandalous,  which  Unions  lend,  in  a greater  or  less  degree, 
o become  Socialist  Revolutionary  political  clubs.” 

There  certainly  are  Unions  which  have,  and  others  wEich  have  not.  Political 
; 'unds.  The  Morning  Post,  how^ever,  makes  no  attem])t  to  substantiate  the  implication 
hat  the  former  contrast  unfavourably  w'ith  the  latter  in  point  of  economy  of  manage- 
nent — no  doubt  for  the  excellent  reason  that  any  such  attempt  would  inevitably 
eveal  the  baseless  character  of  the  charge.  The  following  table,  showing  the 
lercentage  of  income  spent  on  “m.anagement”  by  ten  Unions  which  have,  and  ten 
vhich  have  not.  Political  Funds,  effectively  disposes  of  this  insinuation. 
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**  Political  ” Unions 


\ 

\ 


“ Non-political  Unions 


I 

ii 


I 


4 


1 


I 


\ 


Union 

% Income  | 
from  ynem-  \ 
bers  spent  1 
on  ynanage-  j 
ment  in  1919  { 

Union 

% Income 
from  mem- 
bers spent 
on  manage- 
ment in  1919 

Agricultural  Workers  . , 

45 

j 

(1)  Railway  Vehicle  Builders 

65 

Workers’  Union 

39 

I 

(2)  Vehicle  Workers 

65 

I'ailors  & Garment  Workers  . . 

42 

• 

1 

(3)  India  Rubber  Workers 

61 

Woolcombers  . . 

40 

(4)  Public  Works  and  Con- 

49 

! 

structional  Operatives 

Electrical  Trades 

56 

1 

a 

(5)  Tailors  & Tailoresses  . . 

4T 

Railvvaymen 

46 

? 

a 

a 

(6)  Printing &PaperWorkers 

44 

Yorkshire  Miners 

2S 

1 

(7)  Plumbers 

43 

Railway  Clerks 

65 

1 

(8)  Leather  Workers 

42 

Amalgamated  Engineers 

19 

! 

(9)  House  & Ship  Painters 

32 

Locomotive  Engineers 

44 

1 

(10)  Bricklayers 

31 

Unweighted  Average 

41.5 

>i 

J. 

Unweighted  Average 

47.9 

(1)  Amalgamated  Society  of  Railway  Vehicle  Builders,  etc.;  membership,  1919 — 13,24.‘>. 

(2)  National  Union  of  Vehicle  Workers;  membership,  1919 — 30,802, 

(3)  Amalgamated  Society  of  Indiarubber,  Cable  and  Asbestos  Workers;  membership,  1919 
—18,100. 

(4)  PublicWorks  and  Constructional  Operatives’ Trade  Union;  membership,  1919 — 14,24o, 

(o)  Amalgamated  Society  of  Tailors  and  Tailoresses;  membership  1919 — 36,530. 

(0)  National  Union  of  Printing  and  Paper  Workers;  membership,  1919 — 73,354.  ^ 

(7)  United  Operative  Plumbers  and  Domestic  Engineers;  membership,  1919 — 20,515. 

(8)  Amalgamated  Society  of  Leather  Workers;  membership,  1919 — 12,615. 

(9)  National  Amalgamated  Society  of  Operative  House  and  Ship  Painters  and  Decorators ; 
membership,  1919 — 02,325. 

(10)  Operative  Bricklayers’  Society;  membership,  1919 — 43,365. 

The  above  table  shows  that  the  average  percentage  of  income  spent  on  management  by 
the  ^'poliiicar  Unions  was  appreciably  less  than  the  percentage  recorded  by  the  ''non- 
poliiicar  Unions^  being  41.5^0  as  against  47.9^^).  The  figures  relate  to  1919,  the  last 
year  for  which  the  Chief  Registrar’s  completed  report  has  been  published,  and  from 
which  the  figures  for  all  the  Unions  are  obtainable.  It  is  probable  that  later  figures, 
were  they  obtainable,  would  give  substantially  the  same  result,  for  in  1921  the  per- 
centage spent  on  management  by  the  “political”  Unions  (46.3),  though  slightly  higher 
than  in  1919,  was  still  below  even  the  1919  percentage  of  the  “non-political”  Unions. 
It  may  be  added  that  the  ten  “non-political”  Unions  chosen  for  purposes  of  comparison 
V ere  not  selected  with  any  reference  to  their  management  expenditure.  The  Unions 
were  selected  solely  on  grounds  of  their  size  and  representative  character.*  Their  full 
names  and  membership  are  given  in  footnotes  to  the  table.  The  ten  “political” 
Unions  are  those  whose  balance  sheets  of  1918,  1920  and  1921  the  Morning  Post  has 
selected  for  examination. 

It  will  be  seen  from  the  table  that  if  the  “non-political”  Unions  “manage  their 
General  Fund  with  economy  and  prudence,”  as  the  Morning  Post  states,  the“political  ’ 
Unions,  which  it  is  the  whole  purpose  of  the  Morning  Post  articles  to  hold  up  to 
obloquy,  are  even  more  economically  and  prudently  managed.  In  the  admission 
contained  in  a single  parenthesis  the  whole  Morning  Post  case  tails  to  the  ground. 

The  charge  that  in  a group  of  Unions  the  collection  of  the  Political  Fund  varies 
from  “the  questionable  to  the  scandalous”  is  equally  unsubstantiated.  The  only 
actual  evidence  which  is  adduced  in  support  of  it  is  a reference  to  the  practice  ot 

* In  the  sense  that  an  attempt  has  been  made  to  cover  as  wide  a field  of  industry  as  possible. 
In  view  of  the  fact  that  most  of  the  large  Unions  have  Political  Funds,  it  would  not  be  possible 
to  make  a selection  of  “ non-political  ” Unions  covering  all  the  principal  industries  without  in- 
cluding very  small  Unions  which  would  hardly  form  a fair  basis  of  comparison. 
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c£  Iculating  contributions  to  the  Political  Fund  as  a percentage  of  the  general  con- 
trbution.  It  has  already  been  explained  in  the  paragraph  on  the  Railwaymen’s 
Pt'litical  Fund  that  this  practice  is  absolutely  and  entirely  compatible  with  proper 
pi  ovision  for  contracting-out  on  the  part  of  political  objectors. 

But  we  have  still  not  done  with  the  “political”  charge.  An  article  appeared  in  the 
orning  Post  on  September  4,  under  the  alarming  heading  “Extent  of  Political 
E;  actions,”  in  which  it  was  stated  that  the  ten  Unions,  whose  1921  balance  sheets 
h£  d been  subjected  to  e.xamination,  had  appropriated  to  Political  Funds  a total  of 
al  out  ,^85,492  in  1921.  The  Morning  Post  has  refrained  from  stating  its  calculation 
in  the  only  intelligible  form— namely,  as  a percentage  of  the  income  of  the  Unions 
ur  der  review.  The  real  extent  of  the  “exaction”  will  be  understood  when  it  is  stated 
th  It  this  appropriation  amounts  to  only  just  over  of  the  income  from  members  of 
ih  '■  Unions  concerned. 

The  Morning  Post  further  laments  that  it  is  not  possible  to  calculate  the  appro- 
pi  iations  to  political  purposes  of  all  Trade  Unions.  I'igures  are,  however,  available 
fo  • the  total  Political  and  General  Funds  of  Trade  Unions.  According  to  the  latest 
(1)19)  return  of  the  Chief  Registrar  the  total  funds  of  l egistered  Trade  Unions  stood 
at  ^16,000,000  of  which  only  ^171,922,  or  1.7%,  u-as  set  aside  as  belonmne  to 
Pc  litical  Funds. 

There  remains  the  renewed  charge  of  extravagance  in  “management”  expenditure, 
an  1 the  general  insinuation  that  the  tendency  is  towards  expenditure  on  politics  and 
m;  nagernent  to  the  exclusion  of  benefits.  “Extravagance  still  continues”;  “Filching 
Pe  mies  from  the  Sick  and  Vv^orkless”  are  Morning  Post  headlines.  To  those  to  whom 
till  se  headlines  may  appear  alarming  we  commend  the  following  facts: — 

i)  7h  1921  the  expenditure  upon  benefits  of  the  ten  'E  xtravagant"  Unions  denounced 
by  the  "Morning  Post,”  exceeded  that  of  1918  by  an  average  of  no  less  than  i,i92“o 
Ji7,  dst  management  expenditure  only  increased  on  the  average  by  135%.  In  other  words 
loc  king  back  over  the  past  four  years  the  rate  of  increase  of  expenditure  on  benefits  has 
bet  >1  nearly  nine  times  as  great  as  the  rate  of  increase  of  expenditure  on  management. 

Su  ;h  is  the  evidence  that  “management”  is  absorbing  the  money  that  should  be  spent 
on  benefits. 

n 1921,  in  spite  of  an  average  decline  in  membership  of  21°, o,  expenditure  upon 
bei  lefits  by  these  ten  Unions  increased  by  no  less  than  137%,  even  as  compared  with 
the  exceptionally  high  figures  of  1920.  The  detailed  figures,  together  with  the 
chi  nges  in  management  expenses,  are  given  in  the  following  table: — 


Union 


} gricultural  Workers  . 
\ Workers’ Union 
C arment  Workers 
\ ^oolcombers  .. 
t lectrical  Trades 
F ailwa>"nien 
\ orks.  Miners 
P aihvay  Clerks 
A malgamated  Engineers 
L xo.  Engineers 


I_  nweighted  Average  , , 


1 

Increase  ( -f-)  or 
, Decrease  ( ~ ) in  \ 
Membership 
1920-21 

' Inaiase  {~r)  or 
Decrease  {—)  in 
1 expenditure  on 
Benefits 

' Increase  ( -f ) or 
; Decrease  { ~)  in 
expenditure  on 
Management  ** 
1020-21 

O' 

0 

O' 

0/ 

-28 

---  47 

/O 

-f  9 

-r>o 

-107 

0 

-30 

— 99 

-12 

- 0 

— 35 

-33 

-20 

- 133 

-16 

-10 

‘-355  1 

— 5 

_ 9 

• 

- 12 

-23 

-31 

+ 70 

+ 9 

-10 

(202 

-f27 

-17 

-‘525 

+28 

-21.9  , 

-f  137.1 

-1.6 
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It  should  be  remembered  tiiat  to  a great  extent  the  decline  in  membership  is 
likely  to  be  of  a temporary  character.  The  Morning  Post  remarks  that  “the  great 
falling  off  in  membership  ...  is  clearly  independent  of  ecoriomic  considerations.” 
No  evidence  of  this  remarkable  statement  is  offered  except  an  observation  that  the 
decline“showsmost  markedly  in  the  Railway  Unions”;  and  even  this  attempt  at  proof 
happens  to  be  untrue.  The  most  marked  decreases  in  membership  in  the  ten  Unions 
examined  are  shown  by  the  Workers’  Union  (so^^j)  and  the  Garment  Wor.kers  (36%). 
The  three  Railway  Unions  lost  31%,  lyo/o  and  16%  respectively  of  their  members. 

There  is  no  doubt  whatever  that  the  decrease  in  Trade  Union  membership  is  very 
closely  associated  with  existing  economic  conditions.  Prolonged  unemployment  and 
low  wages  have  caused  the  membership  of  hundreds  of  Trade  Unionists  to  lapse, 
through  absolute  inability  to  keep  up  their  contributions.  Especially  is  this  the  case 
in  the  general  labour  Unions  whose  members  always  work  for  exceptionally  low 
wages  and  upon  whom  the  incidence  of  unemployment  is  exceptionally  severe.  That 
Trade  Union  membership  inevitably  suffers  in  any  period  of  bad  trade  has  long  been 
recognised  as  axiomatic  by  competent  economists  all  the  world  over.  We  do  not 
\\  ish  to  under-estimate  the  importance  of  such  a journal  as  the  Morning  Post,  but  w'e 
suggest  that  it  has  altogether  passed  the  limits  of  public  credulity  in  attempting  to 
insinuate  that  its  “exposures”  have  more  influence  than  all  the  present  poverty, 
unemployment  and  misery,  upon  the  actions  of  thousands  of  British  workers,  of 
whom,  perhaps,  one  in  a thousand  is  a regular  reader  of  the  Morning  Post\ 

The  connection  between  the  trade  depression  and  the  drop  in  Trade  Union 
membership  is  of  great  importance  from  the  point  of  view  of  Trade  Union  finance. 
For  it  means,  in  the  first  place,  that  a very' great  part  of  those  whose  membership  has 
now  lapsed  will  again  be  enrolled  as  Trade  Union  members  as  soon  as  trade  improves. 
Trade  Unions,  therefore,  are  right  not  instantly  to  destroy  the  extended  organisation 
built  up  to  cope  with  the  vastly  increased  membership  of  the  years  immediately 
after  the  war.  That  is  one  reason  why  no  appreciable  change  in  management  expendi- 
ture is  recorded  in  1921,  in  spite  of  a drop  of  21%  in  membership.  The  other  reason 
is  a question  of  time.  Any  savings  which  may  result  from  a temporarily  smaller 
membership  cannot  make  themselves  felt  the  very  moment  the  members  leave.  It 
is  a recognised  principle  of  all  business,  not  excluding  Trade  Union  management, 
that  while  organisation  and  staff  must  expand  rapidly  to  cope  with  increasing  business, 
they  can  only  contract  gradually  after  the  exceptional  demands  have  passed  away. 

(2)  Between  the  years  1918  and  \<^zi—the  "Morning  Post’s”  years  of  Trade  Union 
extravagance — the  proportion  of  income  from  members  spent  by  the  ten  "extravagant” 
Unions  on  management  rose  only  from  39.0%  fo  46.3%.  The  ratio  of  expenses  to 
premium  income  in  1921  of  fifteen  leading  commercial  insurance  offices*  (y:\nch.  hxve 
none  of  the  collective  bargaining,  legal  and  other  peculiar  work  included  in  the 
“management”  of  Trade  Unions  to  perform)  zcas  42.9%. 

We  notice  a reluctance  on  the  part  of  the  Morning  Post  when  commenting  on  the 

“100%  increases  in  management  expenditure”  of  the  last  few  years,  to  express  this 

expenditure  in  the  only  intelligible  form — viz.,  as  a percentage  of  income.  We  may 

conclude  this  pamphlet  and  finally  dispose  of  the  extravagance  bogy  by  tabulating 

the  percentage  of  income  from  members  absorbed  by  management  in  each  of  the 

ten  Unions  under  review  from  1918-21  inclusive,  the  wdiole  period  covered  by 

both  the  Morning  Post  attacks.  This  is  shown  in  the  following  table: — 

^ * The  Alliance,  the  Atlas,  the  Commercial  Union,  the  Guardian,  the  London  and 

L-ancashire,  the  London  Assurance,  the  North  British,  the  Northern,  the  Phoenix  (including 
Norwich  Union),  the  Royal,  the  Liverpool  and  London  and  Globe,  the  Royal  Exchange,  the 
Scottish  Union,  the  Sun,  and  the  Yorkshire.  The  figures  are  taken  from  an  article  on  “ British 
Insurance  Companies  ” in  the  Economist  of  June  24,  1922 
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Union 

Management  Expenses  as  Percentage  Income 
f ram  Members 

1918  1919  1920  1921 

0 

0 

r ' 
0 

0 

0 

Ag  ricultural  Workers  . . 

45 

59 

75 

W*  irkers*  Union 

37 

30 

30 

46 

Tfi  ilors  and  Garment  Workers 

39 

42 

57 

SO 

W (olcombers  . . 

30 

40 

00 

42 

El  ctrical  T rades 

01 

50 

61 

55 

Re  ilwaymen 

30> 

40 

44 

38 

Yc  rkshire  Miners 

41 

28 

23 

13 

Re  ilway  Clerks 

41 

(i5 

63 

49 

Ar  lalgamated  Engineers 

. . 1 i 

19 

18 

19 

Lc  comotive  Engineers 

04 

44 

37 

4 b 

Aa  erage  of  all  above  Unions  . . 

39.0 

41.5 

45.8 

40.3 

A’' crage,  omitting  Unions  with  over  10^^ 


decline  in  income,  1920— 21  ....  otA 

Pc  rcentage  of  Expenses  to  Premium  Income  of 
the  lo  leading  Insurance  Companies  in 

1921  

It  will  be  seen  from  this  table  that  in  spite  of  the  grow  ing  burden  of  negotiation  and 
cc  ilective  bargaining,  the  increase  in  the  percentage  of  income  from  members  spent 
bA  the  ten  Unions  on  all  that  is  comprised  under  the  head  of  management  has  been 
re  atirely  trifling  during  the  past  four  years.  The  present  figure  scarcely  exceeds  the 
pt  rcentage  of  expenses  to  premium  income  shown  by  the  fifteen  leading  insurance 
cc  -npanies.  When  allowance  is  made  for  the  enormous  variety  of  the  work  necessary 
ar  d peculiar  to  Trade  Unions,  the  moral  of  the  above  figures  is  that  even  as  benefit 
so  deties  Trade  Unions  compare  most  favourably  in  point  of  economy  of  manage- 
m :nt  with  the  principal  commercial  insurance  concerns  in  the  country. 

Moreover,  the  figures  for  1921  are  in  certain  cases  not  strictly  comparable  with 
th  Dse  for  the  earlier  years.  Most  of  the  Unions  in  the  above  table  had  larger  incomes 
fr  im  members  in  1921  than  in  1920,  but  in  three  cases — the  Agricultural  Workers, 
th ; Workers’  Union  and  the  Garment  Workers — a substantial  decline  in  income  was 
recorded  in  1921,  amounting  to  16%,  i8°o  and  35%  respectively.  As  already 
e>  plained,  it  is  impossible  at  once  to  contract  the  “Management”  expenses  of  Trade 
U lions  to  meet  declining  membership  or  declining  income.  These  three  Unions, 
th  jrefore,  although  their  actual  management  expenditure  remained  on  the  average 
pi  actically  constant  (the  exact  figure  is  an  average  decrease  of  1%),  found  that  this 
m tlay  absorbed  in  1921  an  exceptionally  large  proportion  of  their  diminished 
in:ome.  It  is  this  which  explains  this  relatively  high  proportion  of  management 
e>  penses  to  income  in  1921.  It  will  be  noticed  that  the  figure  of  80%  in  the  case  of 
th  e Garment  Workers  is  fully  explained  by  the  fact  that  this  Union  in  1921  lost  over 
a bird  of  its  1920  income.  Its  actual  management  e>;penses  were  i2''o  less  in  1921 
tl  an  in  1920. 

If  the  three  Unions  which  suffered  loss  of  income  of  over  10%  be  withdrawn  from 
th  e above  table  it  will  be  seen  that  the  average  percentage  of  income  from  members 
sf  ent  on  management  of  the  remaining  Unions,  which  afford  a fairer  basis  of  com- 
pi  rison,  is  37.4.  This  figure  is  less  than  the  average  f or  any  other  year  in  the  table, 
ar  d is  actually  below'  the  percentage  of  premium  income  absorbed  by  expenses  in 
th ; insurance  companies  in  the  same  year. 

Cl  nclusion 

The  second  attack  of  the  Morning  Post,  like  its  predecessor,  is  based  on  misrepre- 
se  itation  and  falsification.  It  leaves  unaffected  the  conclusions  already  drawn  as  to 
.th  j purpose  and  the  true  character  of  the  Morning  Post's  friendship  to  T rade  Unionism . 
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